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Job stress in school staff is a concern for school systems and has an impact on 
many organizational factors within the school setting.  The extent to which school 
personnel are aware of their stress, coping mechanisms and coping strategies is the focus 
of this study.  The literature review highlights various aspects of stress including the 
physiology of stress, economic implications, specific job stressors in the field of 
education, burnout indicators for teachers, principal’s awareness of stress, and coping 
strategies available and reportedly used by school staff.  
Three job type groups participated in the study: principals, teachers, and support 
staff.  The study focused on school staff’s awareness and perceptions of stress, in addition 
to coping mechanisms available and reportedly used.  A researcher designed online 
survey instrument entitled the Awareness of Stress and Coping Strategies was used to 
collect data.  A suburban school district in the Mid-South region of the United States was 
the population studied.  There were 211 participants who took part in this study of which 
53.6%  (n = 113) were teachers, 26.5% (n = 56) were administrators, and 19.9%  (n = 42) 
were support staff.  Most participants were female (87.2%). Men represented 12.8% of 
the participants. 
Findings from the analysis revealed that there were no significant differences in 
the perception of stress by job role groups: principals, teachers, and support staff.  
However, there were statistically significant differences in what stressors were believed 
to cause the most stress between all three role groups; notable to mention is that a 
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common stressor of statistical significance was interaction with parents.  Principals and 
support staff similarly ranked coping mechanisms; yet, principals and teachers were more 
inclined not to participate in coping strategies as often as support staff.  
  There is a need to increase stress management opportunities to assist school 
personnel to meet the changing demands of the education profession.  School personnel 
at the building level must understand how stress impacts their job as well as their ability 
to carry out their jobs.  Principals must take the lead in promoting stress management 
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As standards and accountability increase for certified faculty, it is prudent and 
ethical for school principals to look at mechanisms that assist teaching personnel in 
managing the increasing demands on their time and efforts in the classroom.  The 
increasing demands also increase teacher stress (Allengrante, 1998; Marx, Wooley, & 
Northrop, 1998).  Additionally, other support personnel in the school environment must 
be considered as they often feel the stress of increased accountability (Marx et al., 1998).  
Often, stress is more indirectly felt by support staff because of frustration and stress 
projected from certified faculty and principals.  Support staff must also possess tools to 
cope with the increased stress and demands placed upon their roles in the school 
organization.  The capacity to handle stress is important to the morale of school staff and 
overall climate within the district (Allengrante, 1998).  Programs should be available that 
assist all school staff with balancing stress and provide resources for effective coping 
(Marx et al., 1998).  
Inherent in this discussion, is the role that school principals and district level 
administrators play in fostering a safe, supporting, and nurturing environment for their 
staff (Young, 2008).  This type of environment would enhance performance and balance 
within the school setting.  In establishing a supportive and attentive environment in the 
school setting, it is projected that teacher’s performance in the classroom will be 
positively impacted (Haberman, 2004).  Additionally, support staff in schools will likely 
be more engaged and benefit from enhanced performance in their job roles (Haberman, 
2004; Jarvis, 2002).  
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Improved teacher efforts and increased performance will likely result in a stable 
environment for teachers and students; thus, student achievement is positively affected, 
which is the primary goal in our schools (Allengrante, 1998).  The ultimate goal of school 
systems is to provide the best academic programs and opportunities for students to 
prepare them academically as well as emotionally for positive citizenry (Gootman, 2008).  
Although, student achievement is the ultimate goal the vision to engage all school staff in 
managing stress should be an important component in student achievement strategies 
(Sloan, 2012).  Developing and supporting school staff socially and emotionally, fulfills 
part of the mission of school systems to focus on high levels of professional achievement, 
school climate (Marx et al., 1998), and connectedness to school community needs.  
Within the school environment, stress and burnout for school staff has increased. 
As a result, there is a heightened threat to a quality educational system and impact upon 
student achievement outcomes (Gloria, Faulk, & Steinhardt, 2012; Iwanicki, 2001).  The 
cost of stress-related illness in school staff is expensive for school systems and can 
negatively impact healthcare costs, employee morale, employee retention, and 
productivity (Marwat , Shah, Khan, & Gul, 2012; Marx et al., 1998; School Employee 
Wellness, 2012).  Stress affects teacher and other education professionals’ productivity 
(Sloan, 2012).  Stress may also impact emotional, physical and mental health (Quick, 
Quick, Nelson, & Hurrell, 1997).  Teachers and staff that are prone to stress are more 
likely to be absent or ineffective in their role as an educator (Haberman, 2004; Iwanicki 
2001; Sloan, 2012).  
Teacher retention is impacted by unmanaged stress, lack of workload balance, and 
role assignment (Gloria et al., 2012; Haberman, 2004; School Employee Wellness, 2012).  
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Research on role stress of educators in higher education is easily obtained (Gates, 2000 
Happ & Yoder, 1991).  The body of knowledge on stress in elementary and secondary 
public education settings is currently expanding (Carson, 2010; Coulter, 2010; Gloria et 
al., 2012; Jarvis, 2002; Parker, Martin, Colmar, & Liem, 2012; Richards, 2012).  A large 
volume of research regarding stress in schools has been presented within teacher 
education modules on classroom management in the form of strategies for handling stress 
in the classroom environment with students, with less attention to stress management and 
coping directed towards school personnel (Anderson, 2010; Parker & Martin, 2009; 
Parker et al., 2012).  For others who work in the field, there is often limited intervention 
or attention given to the professional development of stress relieving practices to improve 
the organizational environment (Jarvis, 2002).  In elementary and secondary education 
settings, attention to the effects of stress occurs reactively, rather than proactively to an 
event that disrupts or undergirds proper functioning within the classroom or school 
environment (Gootman, 2008).  
This study will examine school principals’, faculty’s, and other support staff’s 
perceptions of stress, level of awareness of stressors, and coping strategies in the school 
setting.  An intended outcome is that this research will reveal knowledge about school 
staff perceptions of stress as well as how individuals relate to stress and its implications 
on their personal and professional interactions.  Stressful events can produce a cascade of 
responses (Quick et al., 1997).  Results from a stressful event or individual stressor can 
be negative and positive, dependent upon how they are perceived (Selye, 1976).  
Information on stress physiology will be included in the literature review to establish a 
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functional knowledge of the phenomenon of stress with discussion of selected themes 
that help to understand stress from an education perspective. 
Background  
There are significant challenges in the day-to-day operations of classrooms within 
schools that impact how individuals employed in the education system interact with 
colleagues (Fisher, 2011; Haberman, 2004; Jarvis, 2002).  A larger body of research is 
available regarding higher education faculty and stress (Gates, 2000 Happ & Yoder, 
1991).  In addition, the gap in research on stress is narrowing in the early childhood 
sector through secondary settings within the last 10 years as indicated by a survey of 
literature (Fisher, 2011; Haberman, 2004; Jarvis, 2002; Reese, 2003).  It is believed that 
some of the stressors identified in higher education settings apply to elementary, middle, 
and high school educators (Gates, 2000).  Workplace conditions are changing for 
educators and strategies to aid their transition through change within the school 
environment must be more clearly outlined (Fisher, 2011; Gates, 2000; Haberman, 2004).  
Gates (2000) stated that there are sources of stress that increase with the changes 
occurring in the education field.  He identified stress sources as “lack of time, poorly 
prepared students, cumbersome bureaucratic rules, high self-expectations, unclear 
expectations, and inadequate salaries” (p. 469). 
Social marketing which, is often used in health promoting activities as a means of 
addressing issues of a social nature, (e.g., wellness and stress management) must be used 
to draw more attention to the issue of stress in educators (Siegel & Lotenberg, 2007).  It 
is essential to appeal to the core values of educators to get them to disclose their stressors 
and coping preferences to address their needs more appropriately (Liptak, 2005).  Public 
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health and awareness campaigns are not as common as other mainstream issues within 
the context of schools (Marx et al., 1998).  Therefore, it is important to gather relevant 
sources to make educators interested in how to cope better with their stress within the 
work environment (Siegel & Lotenberg, 2007). 
New attention is given to the area of employee wellness in school systems 
(School Employee Wellness, 2012).  Health promotion for staff is a component of the 
Tennessee Coordinated School Health program framework based on the Centers for 
Disease Control Eight-Component model of Coordinated School Health (CDC, 2012).  
The Tennessee State Board of Education has defined the role of School-site Health 
Promotion for Staff in the Standards and Guidelines for Tennessee’s Coordinated School 
Health Program 4.204 (TNCSH, 2008).  Other states have launched efforts in regards to 
expanding school employee wellness across the nation (CDC, 2012; School Employee 
Wellness, 2012).  Tennessee is a leader in establishing a state-mandated Coordinated 
School Health Program for every school district with a provision that requires a dedicated 
full-time School Health Coordinator, whose goal is to identify opportunities for school 
districts and building level principals to enhance school health focused initiatives for all 
stakeholders of the school environment.  The Tennessee Department of Education Office 
of Coordinated School Health provides resources and technical assistance to school 
districts in order to improve health and academic outcomes for children in Tennessee’s 
schools.  It is recognized that all parts of the school system, staff, and stakeholders have a 
significant part to play in creating a stable, nurturing, and healthy environment for 
students to achieve at optimal levels (TNCSH, 2008).  Hence, the perception of stress and 
subsequent responses of administrators, teachers, and support staff because of events 
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perceived as stressful, impacts student as well as parental interaction.  From a school 
culture and climate perspective, attention to health of all staff impacts interactions at all 
levels of the school.  
A primary challenge in addressing educator stress is in the identification of 
stressors and the impact on the educator (Reese, 2003).  An important step in 
understanding the problem more fully is to assess school faculty perceptions of stress, its 
impact on their work and relationships with school stakeholders.  It is also necessary to 
understand stress management relevant to educators (Allengrante, 1998).  Ganster (2008) 
stated that work-related stressors are difficult to measure because of the methods for 
evaluation and inconsistencies in reporting.  Ganster (2008) concurs with other 
researchers in the study of stress regarding the belief that the long-term effects of stress 
are not easily captured because stress manifestations of a physical nature often produce 
chronic effects which may not be immediately associated with the stressors.  Ganster 
(2008) stated that “the key challenges in job stress research concern (a) the assessment of 
the stressors themselves and (b) the various types of strains that arise in the short-term” 
(p. 260).   
In addition, Ganster (2008) also believed that “a debate continues over the 
preferred strategy for measuring stress that revolves around the ‘subjective’ versus 
‘objective’ poles” (p. 261).  Another issue for educators in evaluating the impact of job 
stress on teachers is role conflict (between self-expectation and system 
expectation/accountability) aligned with a perceived lack of social support (Ganster, 
2008: Gates, 2000; Haberman, 2004).  Ganster (2008) believes that “some stressors . . . 
such as role conflict and ambiguity, and social support are more difficult to observe and 
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harder to put into objective terms that minimize the role of the subjective interpretations 
of the job incumbent” (p. 261).  Analysis of stress effects several constructs that must be 
considered relative to physical health, psychological well-being, and specific job strains 
perceived to induce stress (Donatelle, 2006).   
The meaning and articulation of stress in any occupational arena is a matter of 
personal definition and cognitive structuring of the phenomenon (Quick et al., 1997).  
Each person has a different experience and has ascribed differing terminology that 
defines individual responses to stressful events.  Stress can be positive or negative 
(Donatelle, 2006; Quick et al., 1997; Selye, 1976).  Stress can ensue because of a 
challenge or performance inducing activity.  The way that the challenge is perceived can 
dictate the physiological and mental response to the stressor (Donatelle, 2006; Gloria et 
al., 2012; Selye, 1976).  Cognitive structuring of an event is important to how well we 
understand the stressor, its short-term impact, and potential long-term consequences upon 
us (Quick et al., 1997).  
An employee in the school setting must be accountable to many individuals, 
namely school principals.  Employees must find a way to balance the stresses of the job 
(Anderson, 2010; Gates, 2000).  Educators and other staff in the public education 
environment, often wonder where to find emotional and occupational support because of 
stress-related experiences (Jarvis, 2002; Richards, 2012).  Additionally, information is 
necessary on services available to help staff cope with issues that affect them 
professionally and perhaps, personally (Allengrante, 1998; Marx et al., 1998; Richards, 
2012).  For example, there must be someone or a resource to communicate with regarding 
the occupational balancing act that teachers must face in their classrooms because of role 
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overload (Gates, 2000; Jarvis, 2002; Marwat et al., 2012).  Principals often experience 
this same role overload with the increasing demands on their performance (Larchick & 
Chance, 2004; Marx et al., 1998).  In addition, school personnel tend to have increased 
pressure from a societal view regarding how they handle the community’s children 
(Allengrante, 1998; Gloria et al., 2012).   
School principals and staff are charged with the responsibility to ensure school 
compliance within their district to federal state, and local board policies and mandates 
(Haberman, 2004).  The stress perceived by support personnel can be significant as well, 
but it has to be assessed to understand the supports for stress that are perceived and actual 
as well as available to them (Allengrante, 1998; Marx et al., 1998).  These supports must 
be made available to help them cope in the work environment with consideration for 
stress present.  Each individual employee within the school environment has a significant 
role to play and should have their health and well-being addressed as well from a stress 
management perspective (Allengrante, 1998; Parker & Martin, 2009).  According to 
Allengrante, “these [school-site health promotion programs] have helped faculty and staff 
stop smoking, adopt healthful eating behaviors, increase physical activity, and better 
manage emotional stress” (Allengrante, 1998, p. 231).  There is a definite reshaping of 
the approach to staff wellness and health promotion and its impact on staff levels of 
performance, thus, upon student achievement outcomes (Allengrante, 1998; Marx et al., 
1998). 
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The Problem Statement 
Stress affects principals, teachers and support staff in the school setting (Carson, 
2010; Gloria et al., 2012; Parker & Martin, 2009).  Perceptions about stress differ by role 
as well as strategies utilized to address stress.  Additionally, stress management strategies 
specific to addressing perceived stressors are often not well targeted towards the school 
setting.  This study is an examination of school principals’, teachers’, and support staff’s 
perceptions of stress, awareness of stressors, and coping strategies in the school setting.  
Stress has an impact on school organizational climate (Allengrante, 1998; Marx et al., 
1998).  Stress management in education personnel is a growing area of concern for 
principals at the school and district level, as evidenced by increases in employee wellness 
programming and health screening opportunities for staff.  Proactive management of 
stress in staff impacts student learning and personal interactions within the workplace, 
which may have a negative cascading effect, if not properly managed (Allengrante, 1998; 
Chan, Lau, Nie, Lim, & Hogan, 2008; Sloan, 2012).   
Research Questions 
The research questions are 
1.  What is the perception of stress level by job role (principal teacher, support staff) 
and how is stress level by role viewed by principals? 
2. What differences in perception of stress exist across job role groups in the school 
setting? 
3. What coping strategies are being used by school staff by role group and how are 
coping strategies viewed by principals? 
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The research questions are important for understanding perceptions of stress in school 
staff, the impact perceived to exist on relationships based on job role differences and 
whether a participant is an administrator in the school setting.  The study is broadly 
positioned to gain a snapshot of what stress is in school settings, where it comes from, 
how individuals cope, and what is being done to address stress from the perception of the 
individuals completing the questionnaire. 
The Purpose Statement 
  In particular, the aim of this study is to understand the following relationships: 
extent to which principals are aware of their stress, school staff are aware of their own 
stress, how educational personnel perceive stress; as well as identify recommendations 
for strategies to improve stress management in educational settings: elementary, middle, 
and high schools.  The research questions will support the need for more intense stress 
management and increase awareness of coping mechanisms. 
Theoretical Framework 
 This study will base its theoretical framework upon two theories: Open Social 
Systems Theory and Lewin’s Three-step Change Theory.  The first theoretical framework 
is based on Open Social Systems Theory in organizations (Burnes, 2004; Lewin, 2010; 
Pondy & Mitroff, 1979).  Open Social Systems Theory is defined as a complexity 
theoretical approach that aims to understand a complex social system construct that 
focuses upon the system with attention to external influences  rather than focusing upon 
internal component influences alone (Lewin, 2010).  All parts of the system are 
interrelated (Walonick, 1992).  Organizations and social systems represent open systems.  
According to the Encyclopedia for Business, 2
nd
 Edition (2013), “an organization . . . is 
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an assembly of people working together to achieve common objectives. . .” (para. 1).  
Within the context of social systems, there should generally be a mutually interactive 
relationship between organizations and their environment.  The climate within the 
organization must be healthy and energized to perform at optimum levels with all internal 
and external stakeholders having clearly defined expectations to maintain balance.  
Adaptation to stress is a change agent with implications much larger than the individual 
unit that is directly affected.  The school is the organizational unit and staff stress 
responses, external influences within the community, parents, students, legislative entities 
are agents who affect the climate of the organization.  Thus, it is incumbent upon the 
organization to take interest in managing its entire staff in a manner that supports their 
health and wellness (Walonick, 1992).  Stress threatens the school environment due to the 
internal and external influences upon the individuals who work within the organization 
and directly upon the school organization itself.  Work productivity is enhanced when 
faculty and staff  know what is expected, are balanced in their responses to stress effects, 
and feel supported against external influences.  Theoretical application of open systems 
theory applied to stress management in school organizations hinges on the importance of 
understanding expectations related to job functions and demands as well as how well 
formalized organizational rules and policies are to minimize stress in individuals 
regardless of job type.  Congruence between expectations to maintain organizational 
balance and influence between internal and external environmental influences should 
result in stress reduction in school staff (Burnes, 2004). 
 It is also important to emphasize the importance of Lewin’s Three-Step Change 
Theory (Force Field Theory) as an additional basis for the theoretical framework being 
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established to support the fundamental perspectives of this study (Lewin, 2010).  The 
Three-Step Change Theory is a notable framework for understanding change 
management and is defined as an interaction of forces that either drive or hinder change 
(Kristonis, 2004; Lewin, 2010).  The extent to which school staff and principals are 
aware of the stress in their lives, interpersonal impact on their students and other 
community stakeholders is a critical component of making changes to improve or 
maintain a stable school climate.   
Lewin (2010) posits that change occurs in a three-step process. There are driving 
forces and restraining forces that pull in opposing directions.  There must be 1) 
disequilibrium or unbalance because of increased driving forces for the change process to 
occur.  The process for the first step of disequilibrium that must be involved for behavior 
change are a) acknowledgment of the situation or status quo (equilibrium state), and then 
b) driving forces must apply pressure to break the balance.  Step 2 of Lewin’s theory 
requires 2) movement which has to occur to establish a new equilibrium as a result of 
pressure due to the application of the change agent and motivating factors, trust building, 
along with the reasons to change recognized.  The last step requires 3) sustainability or a 
new level of equilibrium with integration of a new vision and values to balance the new 
restraining and driving forces (Kristonis, 2004; Lewin, 2010). 
From this perspective of change, the presence of stress in organizations is often 
the status quo.  Stress is often seen as being a natural part of the environment.  However, 
the stakeholders within the organization must provide positive driving forces, such as 
stress management strategies and awareness promoting activities as a means to disrupt 
the current equilibrium of opposing forces.  These driving force actions will be aimed to 
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create an environment more responsive to addressing problems that occur within the 
organizational climate because of the stress.   
Congruence is the goal of this study to merge the theoretical approaches in a 
manner that will: 
1) raise awareness of the external and internal influences (stress) that 
impact school staff by job type and whether differences exists between 
and among groups,  
2) demonstrate that school organizations are indeed social systems that 
respond as complex systems with various interacting components that 
disrupt relationships with the external and internal environment if stress 
is not addressed, and 
3) provide a basis for initiating driving forces to force change to occur in 
how stress management training and coping strategies are approached in 
the context of the school environment in order to reduce stress, enhance 
understanding around organizational expectations, and reestablish a new 
point of equilibrium that addresses stress-related factors in staff.  
Significance of the Study 
Stress often serves as a catalyst to many disease processes and can be a social 
concern for principals, teachers, support personnel and communities (mayoclinic.com, 
2013).  An inability to cope appropriately can impact internal and external interactions 
from a professional and personal viewpoint (Marx et al., 1998; Young, 2008).  Presenting 
research-based job stress data will legitimize the issue further and assist in social 
marketing of stress as a public health concern for school staff (Siegel & Lotenberg, 
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2007).  It is necessary for school staff to see stress management in their professional work 
as essential to effective functioning, improved health, and improved communication to 
reduce burnout and improve retention (Allengrante, 1998; Gootman, 2008; Sloan, 2012). 
Stress in educators and school staff is an important risk factor for disease 
(Donatelle, 2006; Sloan, 2012).  Stress when unmanaged leads to health related 
disturbances in individuals, decreased productivity, and professional burnout (Quick et 
al., 1997; Selye, 1976).  Poor coping strategies affect one’s ability to function effectively 
at all levels of interaction—work, home, and self (Donatelle, 2006; Quick et al., 1997; 
Selye, 1976).  Several programs exist that aim to help individuals focus on effective 
stress management; however, few are specific to the discipline of education in elementary 
and secondary schools.  The specific job demands and nature of teaching in today’s 
environment warrant specific strategies that will assist in alleviation or maintenance of 
stress effects, while also focusing on burnout prevention (Iwanicki, 2001; Wood & 
McCarthy, 2002).  Many individuals are affected by the manifestations of stress in a 
teacher: the students, their parents, fellow teachers, administration, and the community at 
large (Fisher, 2011; Haberman, 2004).  Efforts should be made to provide opportunities 
that appeal to the different roles that educators ascribe to reach teachers and drive them to 
understand stress and the effect it places upon their lives, physically and mentally 
(Ganster, 2008; Gates, 2000; Iwanicki, 2001).  
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Definition of Terms 
Stress cannot be quantified into a simple definition of the phenomenon.  For the 
purpose of this study, the following terms and definitions will be used: 
1. Burnout is “a loss of idealism and enthusiasm for work” (Wood & 
McCarthy, 2002, p. 2). 
2. Certified Education Professionals (teacher or faculty) in this study are 
defined as certified school personnel to include individuals licensed to 
teach or provide services in the school setting for grades preK-12
th
. This 
definition includes all Tennessee endorsed licensure codes and 
classification for educational services as a professional school counselor, 
licensed social worker, school psychologist, occupational/vocational 
teacher, transitional licensed teacher, or licensed school therapist that 
provide services to special needs students (TDOE, 2012). 
3. Job Stress can be defined as “mind –body arousal resulting from physical 
and psychological demands associated with a job” (Quick et al., 1997, p. 
10). 
4. School Principal (Administrator)—for the purposes of this study, this term 
will refer to school-building principals and assistant principals.  
Individuals referred to as a school principal will hold a state 
administrator’s license (TDOE, 2012). 
5. Stress  is defined as a “set of environmental demands . . . or set of 
physiological or emotional reactions displayed by someone facing such 
environmental conditions” (Ganster, 2008, p. 260) 
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6. Stressor is defined as “some environmental events or conditions, exposure 
to which is hypothesized to cause changes in mental and physical well-
being” (Ganster, 2008, p. 260). 
7. Support Staff—non-certified (classified) staff that work in school settings, 
but do not have a teaching or state license to provide direct instructional 
services or therapeutic support to students in preK-12 grade.  Individuals 
included in this definition are (some individuals in this defined group may 
not be participants in this study due to limitations and lack of access to a 
computer): 
i. technology support,  
ii. clerical support staff, 
iii. maintenance and custodial support staff,  
iv. educational assistants,  
v. school nurses,  
vi. in-school substitutes, 
vii. cafeteria staff, 
viii. and in-school suspension monitors  (SCS, 2012). 
Limitations  
A potential limitation of the study is that individuals are being asked to self-report 
their perceptions of stress in their work and personal life that may not be accurately 
represented.  This may impact the numbers of voluntary participants that represent the 
support personnel component of this study.  The tools for analysis will need to provide 
confidentiality and informed consent to ensure that data collected will be blinded and 
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participants unidentifiable to ensure proper reporting.  Other limitations are that the 
respondent rate is not controlled and participants can choose not to participate fully or not 
participate.  
Delimitations 
Delimitations are present due to the population surveyed representing a small 
subset of principals, faculty, and support staff.  In addition, respondents for this study 
were confined to a suburban school district in the Mid-South region of the United 
States.  An additional delimitation is the relationship of the researcher to the studied 
school district.  The researcher is a health service provider in the district and it is 
important to mention this relationship to control for any bias that may arise throughout 
the study.  Furthermore, the data collection method used was a survey that limited the 
type of feedback and exploration that otherwise may been possible if a mixed method 
study design had been selected.  Also, the survey instrument had yet to be tested for 
reliability and validity prior to beginning the study procedure.  Survey creation research 
was conducted to understand question intent, question types, sequence, and layout 
(Survey Monkey, 2011).  Reliability analysis was used to validate the survey instrument 
for internal consistency.   
Organization of the Study 
  It is important in the structure of the research questions and design that the study 
provides enough data quantitatively to drive educational institutions to address the needs 
of their staff most appropriately in the area of stress.  Stress has implications much larger 
than the individual and its effects permeate throughout the organization with impact on 
the climate and culture of the system.  In Chapter 2, the literature review will discuss 
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qualities of stress common to personnel in education.  Additionally, share how 
individuals cope with stress in the educational setting based upon other studies. In 
Chapter 3, an outline of the methodological approach to the research study will be 
provided using a quantitative framework as its basis. Chapter 4 will present results of the 
study answering each research question with data analysis, tables, and figures.  Chapter 5 
summarizes the study and provides discussion of key findings, recommendations for 
further study, implications for current practice, and conclusions.  




REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
This chapter presents a general discussion of stress for better understanding.  The 
impact of stress on an individual will be addressed.  Also, this chapter will address 
present research on work-related stress, common stressors in education, principals’ 
awareness of stress, and school employee stress.  Additionally, the educational leaders’ 
knowledge of stress, stress management, and coping strategies will be included in the 
review of relevant literature.  Information will be included on studies of stress in school 
settings from the administrator as well as teacher perspectives. 
Stress: A Basis for General Understanding 
The stress response is complex and involves several body systems that have 
triggers that elicit physiological responses because of anxiety and exposure to events.  
Individuals react to stress with responses that can be positive or negative dependent upon 
stimuli and perceptions (Quick et al., 1997; Sapolsky, 2004).  Stress has been an issue 
that scientists have studied to understand better so that the physical and mental 
manifestations can be better understood.  “The stress response consists of a generalized 
pattern of psycho-physiological (mind-body) reactions.  The response is not generalized 
in that its pattern is not determined by the individual stressor or the individual being 
stressed” (Quick et al., 1997, p. 42).  Sometimes the response to stress is called the fight 
or flight response and biology dictates the physical outcomes that often result.  Two 
major systems involved in the stress response include the endocrine system and the 
sympathetic nervous system.  The endocrine system is largely the hormonal system that is 
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chemical in nature and emits specific hormones like cortisol and adrenaline when a 
stressful event is introduced.  The sympathetic nervous system is composed of two sub-
systems that control skeletal muscles and visceral organs and are more well-known as the 
somatic nervous and autonomic nervous systems, respectively (Quick et al., 1997).  A 
stress-response can be maintained or result from factors such as lack of control, 
psychological factors, loss of social supports, distortions of perceptions in how things 
will be worse, loss of predictability, as well as not having outlets for alleviating 
frustration (Sapolsky, 2004). 
According to Wood and McCarthy (2002),  
Events perceived as potential threats trigger the stress response, a series of 
physiological and psychological changes that occur when coping 
capacities are seriously challenged.  The most typical trigger to the stress 
response is the perception that one’s coping resources are inadequate for 
handling life demands. (para. 2)  
 Coping is a serious component to the understanding of stress and 
mitigating its effect upon the individual (Richards, 2012).  The ability to handle 
stress hinges on how well individuals have supports in place to deal with the 
events that induce the stress response (Sapolsky, 2004).  In addition, several 
modifiers that affect the stress response have to be noted in understanding the 
phenomenon.  For example, there are factors both internal and external that 
condition individual responses to stress.  Internal conditioning factors and 
external conditioning factors were first identified by Hans Selye (1976).  The 
internal conditioning factors are variables like family history and behavior, 
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gender, age, and personality, in addition to experiences.  These factors have some 
influence upon the reaction that individuals mount in response to stress.  The 
external conditioning factors include variables such as, exposure to proper diet 
and nutrition, medications and other drug exposure as well as relationships and 
support (Quick et al., 1997; Selye, 1976).  An important modifier to mention that 
represents both conditioning factors is “Cognitive appraisal” [which] “influences 
an individual’s judgment and reactivity to stressors” (Quick et al., 1997, p. 51).  
Other modifiers to consider are personality and control factors or the extent to 
which an individual can control the event (Quick et al., 1997; Sapolsky, 2004). 
Physical Social Emotional and Economic Implications 
 Individual consequences of stress may be behavioral psychological and medical in 
nature.  A reluctance to address the emotional and social effects of stress may exist 
because of stigmatization of mental health problems in the work environment.  Stress is 
often classified as a mental health problem and its maintenance is often overlooked for 
the role it plays in establishing a healthy climate within an organization (Faragher, 2012).  
Quick et al. (1997) classify many of the behavioral consequences of stress into the 
following categories: 
1) substance abuse (alcohol, drug, and tobacco),  
2) increased accident proneness,  
3) eating disorders,  
4) and in extreme circumstances, violence.  
Psychological consequences often manifest in burnout (personal and professional), 
family problems, anxiety disorders, sleep disturbances, sexual dysfunction, depression, 
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and trauma in the form of physical somatization (“multiple unexplained somatic 
symptoms”) and hypochondriasis.  Medical consequences include conditions most often 
with chronic health effects, but may have occurred due to sustained stress exposure.  For 
example, chronic conditions like heart disease, various cancers, injuries, diabetes, 
infectious diseases, liver disease, strokes, peptic ulcers, back pain, arthritis have been 
linked in the research to studies on the increased negative impact on these diseases by 
repeated exposure to stressful events (Quick et al., 1997; Sapolsky, 2004; Selye, 1976).  
 Signs and symptoms are varied and not universally associated with a stress 
response or burnout (Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010).  Therefore, it is difficult to assign them 
as the cause or precursors of teacher burnout.  It is important to note that any of the 
symptoms noted can be produced because of health issues unassociated with stress.  
Depression is a symptom of burnout that may be related to stress.  There may also be a 
lack of desire to go to work.  Behaviors such as depression and disengagement from work 
should be considered when stress is a factor because these issues may lead to burnout 
(Parker et al., 2012; Pas, Bradshaw, & Hershfeldt, 2012; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010).  In 
addition, withdrawal exacerbation of allergic responses, high blood pressure, ulcers, 
chronic disease diagnosis with or without family history, sleeplessness, headaches, 
anxiety attacks, and others are often symptoms of stress and burnout (Iwanicki, 2001).  
Other signs and symptoms of increased stress levels could also be noted in the 
employee’s diet or lack of balance in the diet.  Diet may help prevent stressors, improve 
response to anxiety, and help modulate chronic disease processes.  LaMontagne and 
Keegel (2012) state that “there is growing evidence that job stress increases the risk of 
metabolic syndrome and diabetes, this would be likely to occur through a direct 
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neuroendocrine mechanisms as well as through health behavioral pathways (e.g. low 
physical activity, poor diet, alcohol consumption)” (p. 5).  Another sign of potentially 
poor management of stress may be in the lack of self-reliance or self-efficacy (Skaalvik 
& Skaalvik, 2010).   
According to Quick et al.(1997), self-reliance refers to how well we are able to be 
independent and use supportive attachments with others in a healthy way.  Self-reliance 
may be the modifying factor in the individual perception of stress.  Oftentimes, people 
who lack self-reliance may exhibit aggression or be extremely sensitive to challenges to 
their input within an organization.  Someone who may be stressed without a healthy level 
of self-reliance could demonstrate two unhealthy dependency types: counter-dependency 
or over-dependency.  
An individual who demonstrates overdependence in functioning relationships is 
more prone to be overly dependent upon others and lack the ability to exist in a healthy 
relationship, which may create stress for the individual.  This type of individual may be 
clingy and unable to function independently in the work environment and lack 
appropriate coping strategies to address stressful situations.  The counterdependent 
person may reflect behaviors that are also considered unhealthy and insecure leading to 
patterns of insecurity that may make people view him or her as rigid or in denial about 
how stress is handled in difficult situations.  He or she may reject relationships and 
separate from meaningful supports.  A counterdependent person may not be able to ask 
for appropriate help when needed and may view individuals as threatening (Quick et al., 
1997). 
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Stress in organizations has an impact upon the individual employee as well as 
upon the organization.  “Increasing workloads and fear of redundancy have also had a 
role to play in stress becoming the number one cause of absence, ahead of 
musculoskeletal conditions. . .”  (Faragher, 2012, para. 4).  Fuscaldo (2012) recommends 
that the first step in addressing the effects of stress are to identify sources of stress, then 
determine how stress must be managed or fixed through interventions.  Some of the key 
sources of stress in employees are: 1) performance evaluation, 2) lack of appropriate 
social support, 3) gender, and 4) age.  Age may be a factor in stress depending upon the 
level of knowledge necessary to handle the increasing technological job demands along 
with increasing physical demands of many jobs.  Gender may be a factor in personal 
growth and professional career growth in the work environment due to competing 
demands of the home and work environment (Quick et al., 1997).  
According to the Anxiety and Depression Association of America (2012), it is 
reported by a national survey source that approximately “. . .  79% of workers in the 
United States suffer from stress and anxiety daily.  More than half reported that stress and 
anxiety most often affects their performance at work, relationships with coworkers, and 
their quality of work” (para. 2).  The effects of stress from an economic perspective are 
significant to note.  In reference to the percentage of employees who feel stress or anxiety 
in their work environment, there are nearly 60% of lost workdays with an estimated 
number of visits to medical providers ranging between 75-90% due to stress-related 
conditions (Maxon, 1999). 
Research on job stress by various sources reports that job stress may cause 
significant economic imbalance within an organization.  The following may be impacted 
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by stress in the work setting: organizational climate, health care costs, employee turnover 
rates, morale, productivity, absenteeism, and presenteeism (LaMontagne & Keegel, 2012; 
Miller, 2012; Quick et al., 1997).  The U.S. Bureau of Labor estimates the cost of stress 
in businesses over “$400 billion dollars annually” (Miller, n.d., p. 1).  The economic 
impact of stress has not always been easy to quantify because of the way stress related 
health events are documented.  Miller (n.d.) reported 1999 Medstat data on Worker’s 
Compensation costs to be approximately $310 per worker per year.  He stated that stress 
related costs attributed to one-third (1/3) or $102 per worker per year of the Worker’s 
Compensation costs based upon the research studied.  
Work-related Stress Factors 
Stress effects in organizations are often demonstrated in the strain of interpersonal 
relationships.  Additionally, lost productivity, decreased employee morale, and overall 
dampening effect of organizational climate may occur, if the proper controls for support 
are not put in place to mediate the effects of stress (Parker et al., 2012; Pas et al., 2012; 
Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010).  The World Health Organization (2012) provides resources 
on occupational health.  The World Health Organization (2012) defines a healthy job as 
one that more likely fits the employee to his or her abilities along with consideration for 
the available resources, while also giving the employee some amount of control over his 
or her work.  The goal is that the job has to be balanced for an employee to have an 
appropriate amount of stress coupled with support to accommodate job-related stressors.  
According to the World Health Organization, "a healthy working environment is one in 
which there is not only an absence of harmful conditions but an abundance of health 
promoting ones" (WHO, 2012, p. 1).  The World Health Organization (2012) has defined 
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work-related stress from the perspective of being a response that people have when their 
work demands and pressures are not in balance with their knowledge and abilities; 
therefore, their ability to cope is challenged.  
Organizational and job demands affect individuals in several ways.  There are 
preventive measures that organizations can take to reduce distress to its employees 
(Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010).  The industry involved matters because stress and distress 
due to role conflict and ambiguity plague most organizations; however, the strategies to 
address these conflicts vary by setting.  Multiple strategies that employers can use to 
modify responses and how to overcome exposure to occupational stress in staff are 
available in the literature.  It is suggested that employers can prevent some effects of 
stress by taking steps to create a safe environment that provides social emotional and 
other occupational supports as well as programs and resources to address this specific 
need (Parker et al., 2012; Pas et al., 2012; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010) .  Work demands 
need to be as clearly defined as possible and outlined for employees in all job roles and 
classifications.  In reference to organizational prevention strategies and modification of 
work demands, “the intention is not to minimize the stress individuals experience at work 
but to optimize it to enhance eustress {good stress} and reduce distress” (Quick et al., 
1997, p. 163).   
Quick et al.(1997) presents five (5) organizational prevention methods that should 
improve the health of the organization and adjustments necessary to enhance the 
organizational climate overall.  The five methods are: 
1) job redesign,  
2) participative management,  
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3) flexible work schedules,  
4) career development,  
5) and design of physical settings.    
For faculty, some of these areas are within the direct control of the administration of the 
school system.  However, there are elements pre-determined and the locus of control does 
not reside with the school district, which presents some challenge to the overall 
prevention strategy for the school system in this area of operations and structure (Abbas, 
Roger, & Asadullah, 2012; Ganster, 2008; Gates, 2000; Young, 2008). 
 According to Quast (2011), it is necessary for employers to consider stress in 
organizations and the importance of proactively managing workplace stress.  It is 
important that employers understand the triggers of job stress and attempt to make it 
easier for employees to take proactive steps to eliminate the detrimental stressor effects.  
Quast provides a few key steps that can be taken by employers to assess ongoing 
employee stress: 
1) Implement surveys to assess the level and source of stress. 
2) Provide training for managers to recognize the warning signs of stress and 
how they can help to reduce or alleviate job-related stress. 
3) Address leadership style attributes and how leaders impact employee stress 
levels. 
Additionally, the establishment of employee assistance programs (EAPs) within 
the organization or utilizing external resources to provide professional counselor or 
advisor assistance for employees is important.  Quast (2011) also states that improving 
communication with employees by defining the roles and responsibilities and setting 
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clear job expectations help to address stress in the workplace proactively.  Quast (2011) 
also articulates that job stress is to be expected in a work environment at a certain 
amount; however, it is critically important that employers understand how workplace 
stress can impact productivity in a negative manner.  Some of the consequences of poorly 
managed stress effects in the workplace can lead to increased absenteeism, accidents, 
employee turnover, and ultimately increased chronic health conditions with the direct 
consequence on increasing healthcare costs (Quast, 2011). 
Another area of importance for organizational health and stress reduction is in the 
development of relationships within the organization (Busch, Johnson, Robles-Pina, & 
Slate, 2009; Marwat et al., 2012; Marx et al., 1998).  It is necessary that strategies are in 
place that will permit relationship building and enhancement of work communication and 
interpersonal dialogue.  To address relationship issues, the organization must take 
inventory of the roles involved in the decision-making process, establish goal setting 
strategies and responsibility, promote available social supports resources, increase team 
building efforts, and offer diversity programs to deal with tolerance and interpersonal 
differences (Chan et al., 2008; Parker & Martin, 2009).  There must be a priority to 
increase motivation and productivity within the organization with attention to the 
behavioral needs of the individual and organization wholly (Bolman & Deal 2003; 
Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Miller, n.d.; Quick et al., 1997).  Effective programs must be 
in place and ambiguity reduced in decision-making to assert confidence within 
employees.  When employers provide such programs and supports, the environment may 
be enhanced and result in a reduction of distress in its employees (Chan et al., 2008; 
Parker & Martin, 2009; Quick et al., 1997). 
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There are wide ranges of situations in which stress may occur in the job setting.  
Oftentimes, there is a disconnection between expectations pressure and challenge in 
comparison to the amount of stress that is often attributable to management practice or 
lack of training in proper management strategies.  Stress is unavoidable in the modern 
workplace due to increased demands for productivity (Quast, 2011).  Work-related stress 
can impact the overall organizational climate due to perceived and actual lack of support 
for employees, colleagues, and administration (Chan et al., 2008; Parker & Martin, 2009).  
This lack of support whether perceived or actual can ultimately lead to unsatisfactory 
conditions in the working environment and process design (e.g., evaluation model) (Pas 
et al., 2012; Richards, 2012).  Systems of work may be unproductive or lacking due to 
poor management in which stress is a factor (Quast, 2011; Quick et al., 1997).  
For example, organizations undergoing rapid change can cause distress within its 
staff.  Staff may be unsure of their role within the school setting.  They may also question 
how the change being undertaken will affect their professional and personal interactions 
within the work setting.  Faculties are in a constant battle of change and vision re-making 
(Haberman, 2004; Young, 2008).  Thus, roles change rapidly and interpersonal 
relationships are affected, which can result in elevated occurrences of stressful events 
(Ganster, 2008; Gates, 2000).  “Given the emphasis on organizational restructuring, 
information is needed to help eliminate the ambiguity and hence the anxiety that exists in 
the workplace” (Quick, et al., 1997, p. 199).  This would be why social supports are 
important that would include programs for employee assistance as well as counseling 
(Reese, 2003; Wood & McCarthy, 2002).  These supports can help an employee balance 
the demands upon him or her within the occupational or personal setting because the 
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separation of these issues is often difficult.  As a result, relationships may be equally 
affected within and outside of work environments (Young, 2008).  “Supportive 
relationships at work can serve as a form of protection or as a shield from stressors . . . 
Protective support may be simply having someone to turn to for resources . . . 
Informational support is critical” (Quick et al., 1997, p. 199). 
 The World Health Organization (2012) defines stress-related work hazards as 
those things that impact work content as well as work context.  Work content includes 
aspects of the job related to the types of tasks; the level of variety in the work as well as 
the amount of stimulation that the job entails.  Work content may also include workload, 
the pace of the work, whether an individual has too much or too little time to complete 
tasks, working hours, flexibility, lack of control or the amount of control over his or her 
work processes.  Included in categories of work content hazards in the work environment 
are aspects related to:  
1) Compensation,  
2) Job security or insecurity,  
3) Promotion opportunities,  
4) Overall career development,  
5) Role ambiguity or understanding clearly the role within the organization,  
6) Organizational culture, and  
7) whether or not staff feel supported (WHO, 2012). 
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Common Stressors in Education 
 Within the area of research on stressors in education, little common ground has 
been reached regarding the sources of stress causality (Jarvis, 2002; Reese, 2003).  
However, there is acknowledgment in the literature to suggest that some stressors are 
inherent to the teaching profession (Gloria et al., 2012; Jarvis, 2002).  According to 
Reese, an “increasingly large number of teachers are reporting high levels of stress” 
(Reese, 2003, p. 3; Jarvis, 2002).  More recently, information has been published 
regarding the pressure of increased accountability on faculty to see gains in student 
performance and closing of the achievement gap (Gloria et al., 2012; Pas et al., 2012; 
Richards, 2012).  
 Licensure requirements, performance evaluation measures, student class sizes, 
ability to differentiate instruction to meet individual students’ need as well as more 
difficult behavioral circumstances in classrooms, are great sources of stress for faculty 
(Chan et al., 2008; Parker & Martin, 2009; Pas et al., 2012; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010).  
The political environment and nature of school operations affects faculty as well.  Lack 
of planning time, scheduling of meetings during planning time, increased roles assigned 
for extracurricular events, parent/teacher conferences are other causes for increased stress 
in educators.  Jarvis (2002) stated that “a factor related to workload is role overload, 
which takes place when an employee has to cope with a number of competing roles 
within their job” (p. 2).  Anxiety is often heightened in faculty because of role ambiguity 
or overload that contributes to increased levels of stress.  Reese (2003) stated that 
“teachers who perceive a lack of support and poor treatment will more likely view their 
work as highly stressful . . .” (pp.3-4). 
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 According to School Employee Wellness (2012), “more than 6.7 million people 
are employed by public school systems in the United States—about 3.5 million teachers 
and 3.2 million other employees. . . when school districts ignore the health of their 
employees, a valuable asset of the nation’s school is put at risk” (p. 1).  Additionally, it is 
noted that many studies have been conducted on the health of workforces in various 
industries; however, only a few studies have had a focus on school employees (Chan et 
al., 2008; Parker & Martin, 2009; Parker et al., 2012).  “The mental health of school 
employees is integral to promoting and protecting the health of students and ensuring 
their academic success” (School Employee Wellness, 2012, p.1). 
School Principals’ Awareness of Stress 
 Carson (2010) completed a research study of North Carolina elementary school 
principals that studied the relationship of measured levels of stress and coping 
preferences.  One of the tools used for the study was the Administrative Stress Index 
(ASI), which assessed 35 stressors that principals may encounter in their day-to-day 
work.  The five indicator categories of the assessment that were addressed and separately 
analyzed were: 
1) administrative constraints,  
2) administrative responsibilities,  
3) interpersonal relations, 
4)  intrapersonal conflicts, 
5)  and role expectations.  
The second measurement tool used was the Roesch Coping Preference Scale (RCPS) that 
consisted of 23 statements focused on understanding more information about the coping 
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preferences of principals.  Demographic data was also collected on the 222 respondents 
to the survey. 
 A mean score of 93.01 was reported for the ASI score on a scale of 35 (low stress) 
to 175 (maximum stress).  Carson (2010) concluded that North Carolina elementary 
principals experience stress at a moderate level.  Principals’ identification with workload 
stress as an administrative constraint factor was an area of heightened stress.  Many of the 
administrative constraints are attributable to increased accountability, reporting criteria, 
meeting schedules, and adherence to policies and procedures in the administrator role.  
From the perspective of the Roesch Coping Preference Scale, principals preferred 
consulting techniques and time out activities.  Demographic factors show interrelatedness 
to the level of stress based on campus size, age of administrator, ethnicity, and level of 
administrator responsibility.  
 Key findings from the study of elementary principals in North Carolina revealed 
that a moderate amount of stress is present.  Administrative constraints are a large factor 
in the perceived level of stress.  No significant differences existed in stress levels based 
on grade level, years as an administrator, Title one vs. non-Title one administrator 
classification, or in coping preferences based on demographic factors (Carson, 2010). 
School Employee Stress and Educational Leadership 
 The level of principal’s awareness of stress from a personal and professional 
perspective has been studied recently (Carson, 2010; Coulter, 2010); however, research 
studies regarding the level of administrator awareness of staff stress level is not as easily 
obtained.  Inadvertently, schools often engage in health promoting activities that affect 
teacher stress and morale; however, the obvious rationale for why it is important is not 
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connected to the event.  For example, many schools engage staff in risk-factor reduction 
health promoting education and activities.  These activities may include: 
1) Stress management,  
2) Exercise and physical fitness,  
3) Nutrition and weight control,  
4) Mental health,  
5) Self-care,  
6) CPR/First Aid training,  
7) Immunization clinics, etc.  
 These types of activities improve the individual health outcomes of staff in a way 
that reduce physical stress and may ultimately enhance productivity and morale. 
Enhanced productivity and morale are positive outcomes that often result in lower overall 
stress and improved interactions in the work environment (Allengrante, 1998; Maxon, 
1999; Quick et al., 1997; Sapolsky, 2004). 
 Impact of health on climate.  These types of activities assist staff in developing 
knowledge, skills, and behaviors necessary to adopt healthy lifestyles and approach as a 
knowledgeable consumer (Marx et al., 1998).  School leaders are aware of the impact of 
poor health on organizational climate, which is why staff is often required to undergo 
initial health assessments as a condition of employment.  However, the impact of staff 
health on work performance and student performance as relevant to achievement 
progress is rarely linked when establishing programs and resources for staff (Richards, 
2012).  Employee assistance programs are also an area that principals promote to address 
and inform staff about the implications of stress (Marx et al., 1998). 
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 In the context of the human resources function, educational leadership practice 
addresses the context of stress from the perspective of employment continuity and 
employee retention.  When considering occupational stress in the school setting, it is 
important to do so in the context of employment continuity as a key area that contributes 
to stress sources in faculty and staff.  According to Young (2008), the employee 
continuity process is a major human resources function essential to supporting a 
workforce with high-level effectiveness and efficiency.  The organizational culture of the 
school system is shaped by “attitudes, routines, habitual ways of doing things, behavioral 
norms, rules of conduct, position requirements, and the network of social relationships 
within which people work” (Young, 2008, p. 289; Sergiovanni, 2006).   
  Orientation and employee retention.  School systems should include strategic 
plans that address enhancement of the work environment in a manner that increases and 
improves retention of personnel regardless of job classification.  The goal should focus 
on increasing employment commitment of individuals with attention to policies and 
procedures that support this aim (Chan et al., 2008; Parker et al., 2012; Young, 2008).  
Orientation programs should be in place and have specific goals in mind to assist staff in 
becoming familiar with the system’s mission, vision, and values.  It should aim to satisfy 
mandates and regulations, help staff get acclimated to their role, eliminate the “gap 
between employment expectancy and reality” (Young, 2008, p. 180).  Additionally, an 
orientation process should be in place to ensure transitions into new roles and job 
assignments. 
  Anxiety reduction in an ever-changing environment should also be a focus of 
orientation programs in school settings (Richards, 2012).  To assist in anxiety reduction 
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efforts, the pre-appointment period of the recruitment process must clearly define the 
intended role and expectations in the job description to ensure that staff are hired under 
realistic position and performance standards.  Young (2008) proposes that there are 
essential periods of the orientation process that include the pre-appointment period 
(recruit, screen, select), and interim period (acknowledge, assign, and acclimate), and the 
initial service period (mentor, monitor, and assimilate).  These periods are influenced by 
the interaction with school system agents and community agents who can be positive or 
negative depending on the quality of the interaction.  The activities of the interim period 
occur after the signing of the employment contract.  This period may include sharing 
information in a mentor/mentee exchange, distribution of employee handbook, policy and 
procedure review, confirmation of employment conditions, and preliminary conference 
with supervisors, etc.  The extent to which these activities occur and have a positive 
impact on staff may reduce job stress and could improve the ability to cope with work 
(Young, 2008).  
 The orientation process should be evaluated to improve and strengthen the focus 
on quality staff retention and anxiety reduction.  An effective orientation process helps to 
reduce stress and anxiety, improve socialization, decrease turnover, enhance quality of 
supervisory time, help staff better understand themselves, and help the school system 
understand the needs of new hires better.  Young (2008) states, “[that] until new 
employees become fully aware of and adjusted to the work to be performed, the work 
environment, and their new colleagues, they cannot be expected to contribute efficiently 
and effectively to the organization’s goals” (p. 201). 
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 There may be problems associated with employment continuity that requires some 
strategic planning by school systems to address those within its locus of control.  
Intentional and sustained effort to maintain continuity of employment is necessary, but 
conditions within the school environment are often unstable due to the nature of 
personnel issues.  Thus, Young (2008), believes that a humanistic view of these situations 
is necessary because employees will get ill (physically and mentally), be absent or tardy 
to work, have accidents, some become obsolete or may be unable to deal with physical 
conditions within the school environment, etc.  As a result, strategic goals may be 
impacted (e.g. goals for workforce stability and overall system achievement).  School 
systems “need healthy, productive employees continuously on the job who are physically 
and mentally able to contribute maximally to the work . . . who maintain a favorable 
attitude toward their roles and the environment in which they function” (Young, 2008, p. 
291). 
Teacher burnout.  Teacher burnout is attributed to several factors such as, 
increased job demands, inadequate funding and resources to do the job, more difficult 
situations to manage in the classroom, and lack of attention to personal health needs and 
concerns (Parker & Martin, 2009; Parker et al., 2012; Pas et al., 2010; Skaalvik & 
Skaalvik, 2010).  The pressure from the community and corporate community to dictate 
what educators should do, has also applied pressure to faculty in a manner that has taken 
standards for instruction in directions that many educators have means to control (Parker 
& Martin, 2009; Parker et al., 2012; Pas et al., 2010; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010).  
Iwanicki (2001) stated that there was a time when educators controlled what was in the 
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best interest for their students and could build programming.  Educators could teach the 
curriculum according to student needs that were identified.  
However, times have changed and the economic funding factors that should 
provide for education more fully have been reduced or not increased at all in response to 
educational reforms.  Changing conditions have made teaching more unattractive and 
stressful and burnout has ensued in many (Haberman, 2004).  According to Iwanicki 
(2001), “burnout is composed of three phases—emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, 
and reduced personal accomplishment” (p. 27).  He cautions that the diagnosis of burnout 
be made carefully and that organizations as well as individuals be attuned to the issues 
that precipitate this phenomenon in their professionals.  He asserts that the level of 
burnout in teachers is dependent upon the “frequency and intensity” of their perceptions 
of emotional exhaustion, detachment from their work, and the presence of any significant 
accomplishments or decreased recognition for work productivity (Iwanicki, 2001).   
Wood and McCarthy (2002) also define “burnout” in the sub-domains noted 
above—emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, reduced personal accomplishment 
(Iwanicki, 2001).  They expound on the expression of these behaviors associated with 
each domain.  Depersonalization can be seen in attitudes toward peers and students as 
well as other personnel within the school setting and work environment.  Other 
considerations that may contribute to burnout as noted by these authors are campus 
layout and accessibility, alone time, isolation of teachers from their peers, constraints in 
scheduling, and communication with peers or lack thereof (Wood & McCarthy, 2002).  
Additionally, role conflict and role ambiguity are mentioned as sources of distress in 
faculty that can lead to burnout (Wood & McCarthy, 2002). 
       39   
 
39 
Evers, Brouwers, and Tomic (2002) researched teacher stress levels in the 
Netherlands and the impact of self-efficacy on burnout.  It was presented within the 
literature review that teachers in Britain show considerable amounts of stress.  Teachers 
in Britain tend to experience high levels of fatigue and exhaustion within their career as 
teachers.  Additionally, research pointed that the same types of conditions and situations 
related to stress were apparent in Dutch teachers.  Teachers in the Netherlands reported 
that teaching is perhaps more stressful than many other types of human service 
professions.  As a result, several teachers studied reported high levels of disability related 
to job conditions in the teaching environment (Evers et al., 2002). 
Burnout and teaching in the Netherlands has received increased attention due to 
the introduction of many educational reforms; therefore, the relevance of teacher self-
efficacy according to Bandura's theory of self-efficacy is important to note in the context 
of stress (Evers et al., 2002; Pas et al., 2010; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2012).  Teacher 
competencies are evolving and requiring more attention to individualized innovations in 
the classroom setting as well as being able to convey knowledge and skills to students.  
However, many teacher competencies need further development professionally to be 
more effective. One such area is stress maintenance and coping amidst the job demands 
and uncertainty in their work (Evers et al., 2002; Pas et al., 2010; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 
2012).  From the perspective of Bandura and the self-efficacy theory, Evers et al.(2002) 
explain how it links to teacher effectiveness from the perspective of teachers 
understanding their capabilities and being able to function adequately in the work 
environment given the criteria necessary to excel (Pas et al., 2010; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 
2010). 
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According to Haberman (2004), there are many causes of teacher stress and 
burnout, namely the demands on teachers to excel professionally and become more 
effective in delivering instruction for students from a differentiated viewpoint.  The 
research also points that many teachers are teaching without an emotional commitment to 
the job and lack a sense of efficacy that often leads to detachment from the work and loss 
of connection with students.  As a result of this disconnection, more teachers are 
beginning to display insensitivities toward the work of teaching, demonstrate increased 
levels of burnout, and are often unable to cope with issues related to the job on a 
professional level.  Bureaucracy in the school structure has begun to impact teachers 
more negatively as seen through the negative perceptions of teacher quality and 
effectiveness across the United States (Chan et al., 2008; Haberman, 2004; Richards, 
2012).   
Teacher performance evaluations have become a large source of stress 
experienced by teachers.  Teacher evaluation procedures, compensation structures, and 
tenure requirements have changed in a manner that has not shown positive support of 
teachers in their careers.  The lack of social support and career supports in the area of 
teacher career development precipitates many of the burnout signs and symptoms that are 
displayed.  Thus, perceived lack of support contributes to the level of intensity and 
insensitivities discussed.  Educator detachment from the work of teaching as result of 
stress often manifests itself as increased absenteeism, decreased productivity, and 
potentially other physical and emotional problems (Chan et al., 2008; Richards, 2012).  
Haberman (2004) acknowledges that stress can be persistent and pervasive.  There 
is also synthesis of the research that states that teachers stress levels have a negative 
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impact on schools and on students, especially, when the teacher responsible for the 
educational process of students has experienced or is experiencing burnout.  Also, studies 
that typically focused on external causes of stress were outlined in a synoptic manner 
throughout Haberman’s (2004) study.  Most notable to mention is that historically many 
studies on stress and teachers focused on teacher perceptions (Jarvis, 2002; Larchick & 
Chance, 2004; Pas et al., 2010; Richards, 2012; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010).  These 
perceptions often have hinged on stress in their job as it relates to the following: 
1) Ambiguous role expectations, 
2)  Time demands,  
3) Class sizes,  
4) Staffing relations,  
5) Buildings and facilities being inadequate,  
6) Compensation and salary considerations,  
7) Work isolation,  
8) Violence and student behaviors.  
Other concerns that often lead to burnout include perceived lack of administrative support 
teachers, having second jobs, low morale due to lack of vision and leadership style, and 
indoor air quality may also be a psychological effect of stress (Haberman, 2004). 
According to Haberman (2004), job satisfaction and years of experience were 
statistically significant variables in relation to level of stress because of research 
synthesis.  Haberman states that there are multiple demographic characteristics related to 
burnout that may include teachers’ level of education, age, gender as well as years 
married.  "Female teachers tend to be more satisfied with their jobs than males; 
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elementary teachers report less stress than secondary teachers; younger less experienced 
teachers report feelings of greater alienation, powerlessness, and greater stress" 
(Haberman, 2004, p.7; Black, 2001).  Haberman (2004) makes the point that burnout 
does not exist solely as a result of work conditions in schools, but often through the 
perception of all of the aforementioned demographic factors combined with the ability of 
staff in schools to cope with stress.  Additionally Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2010), ascertain 
that measures of teacher burnout can be predictive of health factors as well as job 
satisfaction and motivation levels of teachers. 
The extent to which teachers remain in the profession is an important 
consideration for how school systems should address stress to mitigate the effects of the 
phenomenon on school employees.  The teaching profession is impacted by lack of 
attention to strategies to promote healthy work environment in the school settings 
(Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2010).  Researchers have begun to focus on the reasons for 
attrition in the teaching profession and have increased their focus on the reduced numbers 
of students enrolling in education preparation programs. Another focus of current 
research has been on how to improve strategies for teachers to deliver effective 
instructional practice while maintaining positive classroom environments (Chan et al., 
2008; Fisher, 2011; Parker et al., 2012).  
Fisher (2011) stated that novice teachers need social support as well as 
mentorship to remain motivated and to combat stress in the environment.  It is also 
important to maintain positive peer collaboration for novice teachers and provide 
adequate development opportunities to assist new teachers (experienced as well) in 
maintaining classrooms and student behaviors.  Additionally, professional development 
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opportunities should reflect the needs of teachers and staff within the school system to 
better meet their needs and improve the level of effectiveness in the working environment 
(Fisher, 2011).  The study examined nearly 400 teachers at the secondary level.  
Differences between experienced and novice teachers were studied.  Stress and burnout 
were found to be statistically significant predictors of job satisfaction in multiple 
regression analyses.  Additionally, job satisfaction, burnout, and years of work 
experience were also found to be statistically significant predictors of stress.  The ability 
to cope, the level of job satisfaction, and stress were found to be statistically significant 
predictors of burnout in this study (Fisher, 2011). 
Stress Management Strategies and Coping 
A few strategies for dealing with organizational stress are to provide opportunities 
for employees to form support groups and teams to deal with increasing work demands 
(Parker & Martin, 2009; Parker et al., 2012).  According to Quick et al. (1997), 
organizations can enhance their employee health benefits to include mental health and 
stress management referrals for higher level care.  In addition, health promotion 
initiatives can be developed and promoted throughout the system to raise awareness of 
health behaviors and lifestyle factors that can assist individuals in better responding to 
stress.  To increase or improve performance effectiveness, organizations can develop 
guidelines for team building and cooperative groups that address challenges within the 
organization in a way that spreads the responsibility and work demands across these 
collaboratively structured teams (Quick et al., 1997). 
Coping is closely linked to engagement and access to social supports (Sapolsky, 
2004).  The literature presents evidence that school staff, particularly teachers’ well-
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being, be addressed in a manner that seeks to find balance between appraised demands 
and personal coping strategies in order to meet organizational expectations, maintain 
positive function, and achieve outcomes for performance of students (Chan et al., 2008; 
Parker et al., 2012).  The transactional model of stress and coping proposed by Lazarus 
and Folkman (1984) is referenced as an effective model for understanding the interaction 
of coping behaviors to well-being outcomes within the organization (Parker et al., 2012).  
The model hinges on how stressful events are perceived which leads to how a coping 
behavior is adapted, leading to subsequent influences on outcomes within the workplace 
(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984; Parker et al., 2012). 
According to Parker and Martin (2009), 
Effective coping strategies are seen as one of the fundamental intervention 
targets in buffering teachers from the negative effects of the demands they 
face on a daily basis and the many ways in which such coping strategies 
can help build higher levels of well-being and engagement. (p. 69) 
Coping strategies can be defined along two paradigms as positive (direct 
coping) or negative (palliative coping) strategies or approaches to stress 
management (Parker & Martin, 2009).  Further separation of the two types can be 
viewed as behavioral or cognitive in nature. Coping and resiliency are closely 
linked concepts; however, discussions regarding teacher resiliency are beginning 
to shift to a concept linking coping to buoyancy as a means for meeting the 
challenges in the school work environment (Parker & Martin, 2009).  The extent 
to which buoyancy (ability to adjust and adapt to challenges in the workplace), 
thus engagement level and commitment to profession is present depends upon the 
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coping strategies used by school staff to address stress (Parker & Martin, 2009). 
The coping and workplace well-being research presented by Parker and Martin 
(2009) categorize coping orientations in their study as forward planning, mastery 
orientation, self-handicapping and failure avoidance.  These four categories were 
presented with high reliability as key constructs for their study (Parker & Martin, 
2009). 
 In reference to teacher stress and coping strategies, Richards (2012) 
identified five strategies commonly reported across two test groups.  The study 
participant groups were California teachers and other teachers nationwide.  The 
top five strategies were: 1) positive attitudes, 2) humor, 3) solitude, 4) reflection, 
and 5) other (exercise, sleep, and hobbies, etc.) (Richards, 2012).  The 
demographics of the study included 1,201 K-12 teachers nationwide representing 
742 participants from California. Participants were largely female (83%) ranging 
in age from 31-50 (56 %).  The study measured stress and coping among teachers.  
Summary 
 This literature review broadly covers the concepts of stress. Perceived stress in 
education professionals and staff is an important focus for this study. Synthesis of the 
research shows how important employee continuity and orientation programs are to stress 
reduction in school staff as well as how stress can affect organizational climate.  From 
this perspective, this study focuses on awareness of stressors, perception of stress, and 
coping strategies for school staff. The research presented in this review of literature 
provides greater knowledge for education professionals of all job types.  Additionally, the 
research highlights many variables that cause stress in school staff as well as presents 
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coping techniques that are relevant to this study.  The literature provides a basis for 
understanding stress in the context of physiological responses, cost implications, burnout 
and stressors in education.   
There are limitations to the amount of recent and relevant research available 
regarding stress in teachers and support staff. However, studies have been conducted and 
are available in reference to stress perceptions in principals and teachers; but, not from 
the perspective of support staff, or from the perspective of a singular study looking at all 
job types.  An attempt has been made to provide adequate background and a survey of the 
literature to base the foundation for the study to be conducted.  It is hoped that the body 
of knowledge in this area continues to grow.  An objective of this study is to contribute to 
existing research, have a positive impact upon health promotion efforts in schools for 










In this chapter, the methodology will be covered with a discussion of the research 
design, restatement of research questions, and instrumentation.  There are eight sections 
included in this chapter that are the overview, introduction, research design, population 
and sample, instruments, data collection, data analysis, limitations, and a summary. 
Introduction 
The purpose of the study was to evaluate the extent to which principals are aware 
of stress in faculty, support staff, and themselves within their buildings.  The intended 
audience of this research was school personnel interested in how stress is interpreted by 
colleagues, how it impacts interpersonal relationships professionally as well as 
personally, and who aim to improve the climate within their schools for students as well 
as colleagues.  At the conclusion of the study, it is appropriate to share the data with 
central office administrators and school principals of the participating school district and 
with school health colleagues who have a stake in staff wellness as it relates to managing 
stress, its effects on the school community and organizational climate.  
Research Design 
The study is descriptive research of a quantitative nature.  A goal of the 
study was to describe the social phenomenon of stress in a specific manner from 
the perspective of perceived stress and coping by job type and any differences that 
exist in perceptions of stress and coping strategies in the school setting. 
Descriptive research is a form of research that “serves the purpose of describing 
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social phenomenon in specific ways” (York, 2009, p. 1).  The study is compares 
the responses among classifications of personnel (job type) in relation to their 
interpretation of stressful events and the impact on personal stress management 
coping strategies.  Descriptive research methodology is appropriate as an 
approach to this study because the study aimed to understand the extent to which 
principals are aware of stress in their staff and how staff perceives their individual 
stress and coping strategies within the school setting.  
 The following research questions will guide this study: 
1. What is the perception of stress level by job role (principal teacher, support staff) 
and how is stress level by role viewed by principals? 
2. What differences in perception of stress exist across job role groups in the school 
setting? 
3. What coping strategies are being used by school staff by role group and how are 
coping strategies viewed by principals? 
Population and Sample 
 The research study was conducted within a suburban school district in the Mid-
South region of the United States.  Each participant was asked to participate voluntarily 
and was provided background on the purpose of the study.  A convenient sample was 
used to conduct this study.  E-mail addresses were used as the form of communication to 
obtain participation in the survey.  The school-based staff population was sampled.  It 
was hoped that the sample would include a representative sample of faculty, support 
staff, and principals.  The criteria for the participant groups, administrator, teacher, or 
support staff, provided a broad range of individuals in order to deepen the volume and 
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richness of data collected because of the various perspectives that could be offered.  The 
age of polled participants ranged from 22-70.   
Protection of Human Subjects 
 Confidentiality assurances were a part of the Institutional Review Board approval 
process and included in the informed consent acknowledgement.  No human subjects 
were harmed by participating in this study.  Identification of participants is not possible 
since names, school location, and specific demographic data was not obtained that would 
allow the researcher to narrow down identities of participants.  
Instrumentation 
A stress perceptions survey was designed by the researcher specifically for this 
study to collect demographic information from faculty, support staff, and school level 
principals participated in this study.  The survey instrument captured data on levels of 
perceived stress by faculty and staff, and included a section that surveyed strategies for 
coping.  The survey was researcher designed by using available research studies to assess 
perceptions, the key areas that present stress in faculty, and how faculty respond to 
stressors based on selected coping strategies (Allengrante, 1998; Carson, 2010; Fuscaldo, 
2012; Haberman, 2004; Richards, 2012).  See appendix A for the Awareness of Stress 
and Coping Strategies survey instrument. 
Specific examples of similar types of studies and instruments used were evident in 
the research conducted by Richards (2012) and Carson (2010).  Richards’ (2012) study 
on teacher stress and coping utilized a survey based on the adapted Teacher Stress 
Inventory (TSI).  Carson (2010) used the Roesch Coping Preference Scale (RCPS) and 
the Administrative Stress Index (ASI) to assess principal stress.  Variables for stressors 
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and coping strategies were decided upon based upon relevant literature on school 
employee stress, principal awareness of stress, and organizational factors that may impact 
organizational climate because of stress (Ganster, 2008; Gates, 2000; Iwanicki, 2001; 
Quick et al., 1997).   
The variables align similarly to items previously tested for stress in school 
faculty.  One difference from the cited studies is that neither researcher included support 
staff as a study population.  Also, neither researcher studied more than one job role type.  
For example, the focus of one study was teachers only and the other study focused only 
on administrators.  The instrument designed for this study assessed principals, teachers, 
and support staff. 
The data was collected to present findings using the perception data obtained from 
school principals, teachers, and support staff groups from the instrument.  The instrument 
provided non-identifying information on the participants; however, the survey did include 
age and gender.  In addition, data was obtained in the instrument on years of school-
based work experience along with area of assignment/status at the elementary, middle, or 
high levels (Haberman, 2004). 
 In regards to question intent, accuracy and frequency of respondent answers are 
enhanced when the questions are well-understood.  Legibility and relevancy are 
important considerations in question construction.  According to Survey Monkey (2011), 
the survey design should be constructed based upon the objectives of the study (e.g., 
answer research questions) and upon the types of information collected. 
Question type was considered in the design phase of survey creation.  There were 
multiple question types: 1) open-ended, 2) close-ended (multiple choice), 3) ranked or 
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ordinal questions, 4) matrix and rating types, and 5) balanced versus unbalanced-rating 
scales.  For the purpose of this study, questions were designed based on close-ended type 
(multiple choice-single and multiple answer options), rank order, and matrix questions 
(Survey Monkey, 2011). 
Categories of data for the entitled “Awareness of Stress and Coping Strategies” 
survey instrument are as follows: 
1) Demographic Factors (A) 
a. Five questions address demographic factors related to age, gender, school 
status, and job type. 
b. Question types in this section of the instrument are closed-ended single 
response multiple-choice (Survey Monkey, 2011). 
2) Perceptions (B) 
a.  Three questions are present in this section. 
b. Perceptions of personal stress question were presented with balanced 
Likert style rating scale response ranged from Extremely Poor, Below 
Average, Average, Above Average, Excellent (UCONN, 2012). 
c. Perceptions of impact of stress on relationships, school status, 
accountability, and by job type were constructed by using a Matrix style 
question with multiple question stems based on “To what extent:” with 6-
point balanced Likert reporting. 
i. The intent of questions in this section was to evaluate attitudes and 
behaviors regarding impact of stress on relationships. 
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ii. The Likert Scale used for each question stem: Definitely, Very 
Probably, Probably, Possibly, Probably Not, Very Probably Not 
(UCONN, 2012). 
d. Perceptions of roles present in the school environment that may cause the 
most stress was assessed by a rank order question type with an “other” 
comment field for addition of other roles not identified in the list provided. 
3) Coping and Stressors (C) areas were covered by three matrix style questions that 
address the following: 
a. Strategies used in the school environment were assessed by a 6-point 
Likert scale question with multiple question stems: Definitely, Very 
Probably, Probably, Possibly, Probably Not, Very Probably Not (UCONN, 
2012). 
b. Coping mechanisms personally used to handle stress were also assessed 
using a 6-point Likert scale question with multiple question stems. 
c. Stressors present and responsible for the greatest level of stress were 
assessed by a rank order question with comment field for addition of other 
stressors not identified in the list provided. 
4) School Principals’ Awareness (D) included four questions in this section to reflect 
the following regarding principals’ awareness of stress and coping in their staff by 
evaluating 
a. Extent to which school principals perceive staff stress impacts 
relationships, school status, accountability, and by job type as a Matrix 
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style question with multiple question stems based on “To what extent:” 
with 6-point Likert reporting. 
b. Roles that school principals perceive to cause the most stress in school 
staff assessed by a rank order question and an open comment field for 
addition of other roles not identified in the list provided. 
c.  Perception of the stressors most responsible for stress in school staff 
assessed by a rank order question and an open comment field for addition 
of other roles not identified in the list provided. 
d. Coping mechanisms personally used to handle stress were assessed by a 5-
point Likert scale question with multiple question stems. 
Table 1 below represents the alignment of survey items to the research questions 
presented in this study. 
 
Table 1 
Research Alignment Matrix 
Research Questions Related Survey 
Item 
Category 
RQ1: What is the perception of stress level by job 
role (principal teacher, support staff) and how is 
stress level by role viewed by principals? 
2, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13 A, B, D 
RQ2: What differences in perception exist across 
job role groups in the school setting? 
 
2, 6, 7, 8, 9, 12 A, B, D 
RQ3: What coping strategies are being used by 
school staff by role group and how are coping 
strategies viewed by principals? 
 
2, 9, 10, 11, 14,  & 
15, 16 
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Reliability and Validity  
It is important that survey measurement demonstrates stability and consistency of 
the survey instrument.  Reliability must be established in order to improve the degree of 
internal and external validity of the study.  For this study, Cronbach’s alpha was the 
approach used to assess internal consistency or homogeneity (UWE, 2007).  This method 
would be most appropriate because it offers an opportunity to assess the extent to which 
items are able to complement each other regarding aspects of variables that are the same.  
It is interpreted similarly to a correlation coefficient and considered a good measure of 
internal consistency reliability if it is > or = to 0.70 (Litwin, 1995). 
Data Collection 
 It was proposed that the instrument be administered in an electronic format using 
school staff in a suburban Mid-South school district in the United States.  An online 
survey generator was utilized to create the survey with links sent to prospective 
participants in the last week of December 2012 to mid-January 2013.  Permission was 
sought from The University of Memphis, Institutional Review Board (IRB), and the 
suburban school district to be researched.  Surveys were distributed to schools within the 
district.  Each school received an email request that was sent to participants that 
represented support staff, education professionals, and principals.  Each individual 
participant proposed for this survey received the survey link with background explanation 
of the purpose of the study and informed consent acknowledgment.  Participants were 
asked to read the informed consent online and acknowledge receipt by answering  
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question number one.  During the course of the study, reminder emails were sent to 
potential participants to complete the survey.  A significant component of data collection 
was ongoing interaction with the dissertation chair.   
Data Analysis 
 Data for this study was analyzed using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS) software to examine perceptions of stress across role groups in the school setting.  
An online data collection tool was utilized in order to simplify the process for gathering 
data and its management. The research questions guided the study and data addressing 
specific research questions were outlined in the Research Alignment Matrix in Table 1.  
Results from the analysis of data were explained in narrative, graphical as well as chart 
formats. 
 Sample Demographics were presented by age category, years of experience in 
education setting, and extent of perceived stress level.  The means and standard deviation 
were calculated for perceptions of stress.  Data was also presented descriptively and 
screened for reliability by using item-total statistics. To answer the research questions 
within this study, the following analyses were used:   
Research question 1.  A one-way ANOVA was used with analysis of group 
means for perception of stress by job type. 
Research question 2.  The Kruskal-Wallis test was used to analyze differences in 
perception of stress across job role groups in the school setting. Data was rank ordered 
for job role groups. Other roles causing stress in school staff were captured by the survey 
as indicated by open-ended text box entitled  “other” and analyzed using descriptive 
statistics. 
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Research question 3.  Analysis for coping strategies used in the school setting 
was investigated with 2 mixed design ANOVAs. Group means were presented. 
Limitations 
 An anticipated limitation is that surveys provide only a snapshot of a particular 
time and stress is not a “fixed” or “stable” state.  Reese (2003) states that “the use of one-
shot questionnaires presumes that stress is a relatively stable or fixed state as opposed to 
a more fluid process . . . these one-time surveys often are administered retrospectively 
without considering the time lapse between a stressful event and survey responses” (p. 4).  
Awareness of stress and the definition of stress are interpreted in multiple ways, which 
may skew responses based on personal perceptions of meaning (Ganster, 2008; Gates, 
2000; Quick et al., 1997). 
 There were no anticipated physical mental or emotional limitations.  This study 
poses no intentional risk to participants.  It is possible that female participants may be 
with child; however, there is no risk to the mother or child by participating in this study.  
Subjects will not include students or prisoners and no other protected classes will be 
included.  Participants will be identified and recruited by voluntary participation.  The 
selection process is only applicable and appropriate to subjects who are school personnel 
in public school settings in the selected suburban school district in the Mid-South.  The 
selection is excluded to privatized education and education personnel outside the State of 
Tennessee.  From a quantitative standpoint, confidentiality can be maintained and risks 
are minimized for participants completing the survey component of this research study. 
  




 Chapter three presented the methodology and procedure for data collection and 
data analysis.  Participants were proposed to be selected from a convenient sample. 
Instrumentation details were outlined along with a research alignment matrix 
demonstrating the linkage to the research questions guiding the study.  Inferential and 
descriptive statistics for this study will be in the results section of Chapter 4 to answer the 
research questions presented.  






The primary purpose of this study was to understand the following relationships; 
a) extent to which principals are aware of the stress in school staff, b) how educational 
personnel perceive stress; and c) to identify recommendations for coping strategies to 
improve stress management in educational settings at elementary, middle, and high 
schools.   A secondary purpose of the study was to produce dialogue and more attention 
to stress in administrative levels while providing a basis for understanding the 
manifestations of stressful events.  
Stress often serves as a catalyst to many disease processes and can be a social 
concern for principals, teachers, support personnel and communities (mayoclinic.com, 
2013).  An inability to cope appropriately can impact interactions from a professional and 
personal viewpoint (Marx et al., 1998; Young, 2008).  There are several opportunities to 
introduce health and wellness topics into school settings. However, time constraints, 
increased job demands, performance evaluations, retention concerns, and student 
achievement make it difficult to place emphasis on training and skill development in the 
area of stress management.  The study of stress deserves attention because of the broad 
impact that it places on educators, school climate, and the school community as a whole 
(Allengrante, 1998; Jarvis, 2002; Marwat et al., 2012; Liptak, 2005; Sloan, 2012).   
The researcher designed a stress perceptions survey for this study to collect 
demographic information from faculty, support staff, and school level principals who 
consented to participate in this study.  The survey questionnaire was designed based on 
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the related research and studies of stress presented in the literature to assess data on levels 
of perceived stress by faculty and staff, strategies for coping with stress, and to assess 
participants’ awareness of stress in principals, school faculty and staff.   
The survey instrument was administered in an electronic format using school staff 
in a suburban Mid-South school district in the United States.  An online survey generator 
was utilized to create the survey.  Permission was obtained from The University of 
Memphis, Institutional Review Board (IRB), and the suburban school district researched.  
Surveys were distributed to schools within the district by email with a collection period 
from the last week of December 2012 to mid-January 2013.  Each school received an 
email request that was sent to participants that represented support staff, education 
professionals, and principals.   
Chapter four is organized by the introduction, sample demographics, reliability 
analysis, descriptive statistics and data screening, research questions, and concludes with 
a summary of the results.  The following provides a discussion of the sample 
demographics.  
Sample Demographics 
 Respondents consisted of 211 participants; 19.9% (n = 42) were support staff; 
53.6% (n = 113) were certified education professionals (teachers/counselors, etc.); and 
26.5% (n = 56) were administrators. There were more females (87.2%, n = 184) than 
males (12.8%, n = 27).  Regarding age, approximately two-thirds (n = 143) were 21-49 
and the remaining one-third of respondents (n = 68) were older, as presented in Table 2. 
  





                    Age N % Cumulative % 
 21-29 14 6.6 6.6 
 30-39 59 28.0 34.6 
 40-49 70 33.2 67.8 
 50-59 52 24.6 92.4 
 60 or older 16 7.6 100.0 
 Total 211 100.0  
 
 
The largest group of participants (23.2%, n = 49) had 11-15 years of experience in 
education settings; 18% (n = 38) had 6-10 years; and 15.6% (n = 33) had 16-20 years. 
See Table 3.  
 
Table 3 
Years Experience in Education Setting 
                   Years Experience N % Cumulative % 
 0-2 years 11 5.2 5.2 
 3-5 years 23 10.9 16.1 
 6-10 years 38 18.0 34.1 
 11-15 years 49 23.2 57.3 
 16-20 years 33 15.6 73.0 
 21-25 years 18 8.5 81.5 
 26-30 years 17 8.1 89.6 
 30+ years 22 10.4 100.0 
 Total 211 100.0  
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The majority of respondents (59.2%, n = 125) were at elementary schools; 22.7% 
(n = 48) were at high schools; 16.1% (n = 34) were at middle schools; and 1.9% (n = 4) 
did not answer the question. Regarding personal stress level, most participants (83.8%, n 
= 165) rated themselves from average to excellent; whereas 16.2% (n = 32) rated their 
stress levels from extremely poor to below average. See Table 4. 
    
Table 4 
 
To what extent would you rate your personal stress level? 
 
Stress Level N % Valid % Cumulative % 
 
Extremely Poor 4 1.9 2.0 2.0 
Below Average 28 13.3 14.2 16.2 
Average 101 47.9 51.3 67.5 
Above Average 59 28.0 29.9 97.5 
Excellent 5 2.4 2.5 100.0 
Total 197 93.4 100.0  
 Not Answered 14 6.6   




 The second section of the survey measured perception of stress in schools. There 
were 15 items on the survey with related questions.  The reliability of this section was 
computed with Cronbach’s alpha.  The initial reliability coefficient was .009, which is 
considered inadequate.  Therefore, an item analysis was conducted.  Results indicated 
that if the question above from Table 4 were excluded, the reliability increased to .635.   
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Using this procedure, a total of seven items was excluded, which left eight items.  
However, the reliability for the eight items was .780, which is considered acceptable.  





Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 





Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Do you believe YOUR 
stress level negatively 
IMPACTS relationships 
with FAMILY? 
27.29 43.780 .480 .757 
Do you believe YOUR 
stress level negatively 
IMPACTS interactions with 
STUDENTS? 
26.27 41.142 .684 .723 
Do you believe YOUR 
stress level negatively 
IMPACTS interactions with 
CO-WORKERS? 
26.54 41.404 .694 .723 
Do you believe YOUR 
stress level negatively 
IMPACTS interactions with 
ADMINISTRATORS? 
26.28 41.388 .670 .726 
Do your work 
responsibilities make it a 
challenge to participate in 
extracurricular activity on a 
personal level? 
27.43 43.868 .393 .775 
 
Do you believe your school 
status (elementary, middle, 
or high) or grade level 
assignment has an impact 
on levels of stress in staff? 
27.44 45.292 .394 .772 
         (table continues) 
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Table 5 (continued) 
Item-Total Statistics 
 
Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 





Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
 
Do you believe that 
MIDDLE School staff 
perceive GREATER stress 
than high or elementary 
school staff? - Definitely 
26.67 48.472 .273 .788 
Do you believe that 
ELEMENTARY School 
staff perceive GREATER 
stress than middle or high 
school staff? 
26.52 47.505 .339 .778 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics and Data Screening 
 Since the items from Table 5 had acceptable internal consistency, they were 
summed and divided by eight in order to compute a summary score for the construct 
perception of stress. Scores ranged from 1 to 5.88 (M = 3.84, SD = .927).  The 
distribution of scores was screened for normality.  In SPSS, distributions with skewness 
and kurtosis values that are within two times the standard error are considered to be 
normal distributions.  Skewness (-.424, SE = .167) and kurtosis (.178, SE = .333) values 
were within normal range.  Therefore, the distribution of scores for perception of stress 
was normally distributed as illustrated in Figure 1. 
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Figure 1.  A Normal Distribution for Perception of Stress Scores 
Research Questions 
Three research questions were formulated for investigation.  
1. What is the perception of stress level by job role (principal teacher, support staff) 
and how is stress level by role viewed by principals? 
2. What differences in perception of stress exist across job role groups in the school 
setting? 
3. What coping strategies are being used by school staff by role group and how are 
coping strategies viewed by principals? 
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Research Question 1  
What is the perception of stress level by job role (principal teacher, support staff) 
and how is stress level by role viewed by principals?  Research question one was 
investigated with a one-way ANOVA.  Group means for perception of stress by job roles 




Group Means for Perception of Stress by Job Role 
 
Job Role N M SD 
Support Staff 42 4.09 .783 
Certified Education Professional 
(Teacher/Counselor, etc.) 
113 3.79 .934 
Administrator 56 3.76 .993 




There was no significant difference in perception of stress by job role, F(2, 208) = 
1.89, p = .153.  Administrators (principals) did not significantly differ in perception of 
stress from certified education professionals and support staff. With a mean of 3.76 (SD = 
.993), the endorsement of principals can be categorized as between probably and 
possibly; basically neutral. 
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Research Question 2 
What differences in perception of stress exist across job role groups in the school 
setting?  Research question two was examined with the Kruskal-Wallis test since the data 
for the job role groups (e.g., classroom management, sponsor roles, etc.) were rank 
ordered.  The roles causing most stress variables were the following: teacher, support role 
for students, extracurricular assignments, sponsor roles, administrative tasks, interaction 
with parents, interaction with co-workers, classroom management, grade level taught, 
subject area taught, and interactions with administrators.  Mean ranks and results of 





Mean Ranks for Roles Causing Most Stress to School Staff 
 
Job Type in School 
Setting 
N Mean Rank Chi-Square Significance 






51 46.25   
 Administrator 27 61.89   
 Total 105    






31 31.42   
 Administrator 17 37.62   
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Table 7 (continued) 
Mean Ranks for Roles Causing Most Stress to School Staff 
 
Job Type in School 
Setting 
N Mean Rank Chi-Square Significance 
Extracurricular 
Assignments 






45 42.26   
 Administrator 28 45.05   
 Total 91    






20 25.03   
 Administrator 13 20.65   
 Total 47    






91 87.04   
 Administrator 49 74.81   
 Total 171    






70 90.21   
 Administrator 47 63.13   
 Total 154    
         (table continues) 
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Table 7 (table continued) 
 
Mean Ranks for Roles Causing Most Stress to School Staff 
 
Job Type in School 
Setting 
N Mean Rank Chi-Square Significance 
Interaction with co-
workers 






22 39.30   
 Administrator 20 27.28   
 Total 64    






76 62.61   
 Administrator 30 66.40   
 Total 134    






28 29.20   
 Administrator 20 33.40   
 Total 67    






21 24.05   
 Administrator 15 25.33   
 Total 52    
Interaction with 
administrators 






55 48.83   
 Administrator 22 62.23   
 Total 105    
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There was no significant difference in how participants ranked the teacher role, X
2 
(2, N = 105) = 5.62, p = .06.  There was no significant difference in how participants 
ranked the support role for students, X
2
(2, N = 64) = 2.00, p = .367.  There was no 
significant difference in how participants ranked the extracurricular assignments, X
2
(2, N 
= 91) = 4.19, p = .123.  There was no significant difference in how participants ranked 
sponsor roles, X
2
(2, N = 47) = 1.16, p = .561. There was no significant difference in how 
participants ranked administrative tasks, X
2
(2, N = 171) = 5.88, p = .053.  However, there 
was a significant difference in how participants ranked interaction with parents, X
2
(2, N = 
154) = 11.89, p = .003.  Specifically, administrators ranked interaction with parents as the 
role causing more stress to school staff, whereas the support staff ranked it next as 
causing the most stress, and certified education professionals ranked it third in the 










Figure 2.  Interaction with Parents: Mean Ranks of Roles Causing Most Stress to School 
Staff 
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 There was no significant difference in how participants ranked interaction with 
co-workers, X
2
(2, N = 64) = 5.31, p = .07.  There was no significant difference in how 
participants ranked classroom management, X
2
(2, N = 134) = 5.42, p = .067.  There was 
no significant difference in how participants ranked grade level taught, X
2
(2, N = 67) = 
5.07, p = .079.  There was no significant difference in how participants ranked subject 
area taught, X
2
(2, N = 52) = 2.04, p = .361.  There was no significant difference in how 
participants ranked interactions with administrators, X
2
(2, N = 105) = 3.25, p = .197.  
 There was an “other (please specify)” option for participants to write in what roles 
cause the most stress level to school staff.  Sixteen (7.58%) respondents indicated that 
evaluations caused the most stress.  Of those 16, two participants qualified the type of 
evaluations (e.g., teacher evaluations, state required evaluations).  See Table 8. 
  




Other Roles Causing Most Stress to School Staff   
                      Other Roles Causing Most Stress N % 
 Not Answered 188 89.1 
 




Central office demands and paperwork 
Ex.PLC's, CFA's, etc 
1 .5 
 Evaluation & paperwork requirements 2 .9 
 Evaluation system 1 .5 
 Evaluations 11 5.2 
 Increased job responsibilities and tasks 1 .5 
 Scheduling 2, Evaluations 4 1 .5 
 
State Required Evaluations, the MCS SCS 
merger, and loads of paperwork 
1 .5 
 Teacher evaluation demands 1 .5 
 
Teacher Evaluation process is number 1 
Huge stressor 
1 .5 
 This question is not clear. 1 .5 
 Time Limits 1 .5 
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Research Question 3 
What coping strategies are being used by school staff by role group and how are 
coping strategies viewed by principals?  This question was asked two ways on the survey. 
One question asked, “To what extent are the following strategies used to address stress in 
your schools?”  The other question asked, “What coping mechanisms do you use to 
handle stress?”  Research question 3 was investigated with 2 mixed design ANOVAs; 
one for each question.  The responses were on a Likert scale ranging from 1-Definitely to 
6-Very probably not.  Therefore, the lower the score, the more likely participants were to 
use the coping strategy.  The repeated measures were the various coping strategies (e.g., 
employee assistance program, health screenings, walking, etc.).  The coping strategy 
variables identified for this study included the following: employee assistance program, 
group discussion on stress management, general health education seminars,  district-wide 
health announcements, health fairs, health screenings, breathing exercises, yoga, physical 
activity/aerobics, walking, humor/laughter, and offer health insurance. The between 
subjects included job type (support staff, certified education professional administrator).  
Group means for coping strategies used by staff are presented in Table 9. 
  




Group Means for Coping Strategies Used by Staff 
To what extent are the 
following strategies used to 
address stress in your 
schools? 
Job Type in School 




3.41 1.56 34 




4.00 1.61 101 
  Administrator 3.78 1.53 49 
  Total 3.83 1.59 184 
Group discussion on stress 
management 
Support Staff 
4.32 1.39 34 




4.96 1.30 101 
  Administrator 4.39 1.24 49 
  Total 4.69 1.33 184 
General health education 
seminars 
Support Staff 
4.15 1.40 34 




5.04 1.10 101 
  Administrator 4.76 1.05 49 
  Total 4.80 1.19 184 
District wide health 
announcements 
Support Staff 
3.47 1.69 34 




4.40 1.34 101 
  Administrator 3.78 1.30 49 
  Total 
4.06 1.44 184 
         (table continues) 
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Table 9 (continued) 
Group Means for Coping Strategies Used by Staff 
 To what extent are the 
following strategies used to 
address stress in your 
schools? 
Job Type in School 
Setting M SD N 
Health fairs Support Staff 3.82 1.62 34 




4.63 1.33 101 
  Administrator 4.33 1.35 49 
  Total 4.40 1.42 184 
Health screenings Support Staff 3.32 1.70 34 




4.52 1.35 101 
  Administrator 4.02 1.45 49 
  Total 4.17 1.51 184 
Breathing exercises Support Staff 3.91 1.40 34 




5.06 1.03 101 
  Administrator 4.57 1.24 49 
  Total 4.72 1.24 184 
Yoga Support Staff 4.44 1.56 34 




5.26 .945 101 
  Administrator 4.51 1.42 49 
  Total 4.91 1.27 184 
Physical Activity/Aerobics Support Staff 3.71 1.32 34 




4.51 1.45 101 
  Administrator 3.65 1.63 49 
  Total 4.14 1.53 184 
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Table 9 (continued) 
Group Means for Coping Strategies Used by Staff 
 To what extent are the 
following strategies used to 
address stress in your 
schools? 
Job Type in School 
Setting M SD N 
Walking Support Staff 3.24 1.26 34 




4.39 1.59 101 
  Administrator 3.31 1.57 49 
  Total 3.89 1.62 184 
Humor/laughter Support Staff 2.12 1.30 34 




3.10 1.68 101 
  Administrator 2.24 1.36 49 
  Total 2.69 1.59 184 
Offer Health Insurance Support Staff 2.06 1.54 34 




2.77 1.87 101 
  Administrator 3.39 1.88 49 
  Total 2.80 1.86 184 
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ANOVA Summary Table for Coping Strategies Used by Staff 
Within Subjects Effects df F p 
Coping Strategies Used By Staff 11 56.43 .000 
Coping Strategies Used By Staff * Job Type in School 
Setting 
22 2.64 .000 
Error(Coping Strategies Used By Staff) 1991     
Between Subjects Effects df F p 
Job Type 2 14.94 .000 
Error 181   
 
 
 There was a significant within-subjects effect for coping strategies used by staff, 
F(11, 1991) = 56.43, p < .001. This means that combining the job types in school, there 
was a significant difference in how participants perceived that coping strategies were 
used to address stress in their schools. Specifically, humor/laughter had the greatest 
endorsement among participants followed by other health insurance, walking, and 
physical activity/aerobics.  See Figure 3.  
       77   
 
77 
Figure 3. Coping Strategies Used by Staff to Address Stress in School 
 
 There was also a significant between subjects effect, F(2, 181) = 14.94, p < .001. 
Scheffe post hoc comparisons revealed that generally support staff perceived coping 
strategies were used to address stress significantly more often than certified education 
professionals perceived them to be used by staff, p < .001.  Similarly, administrators 
perceived that coping strategies were used significantly more often to address stress than 
certified education professionals perceived them to be used by staff, p = .007.  However, 
the difference between support staff and administrators was not statistically significant, p 
= .138.  See Figure 4. 




Figure 4.  Coping Strategies Used by Staff and Job Type in School Setting 
 
 Other coping strategies used by staff included informal discussions on stress 
management and being able to go to Family Care Centers.  See Table 11.  
  




Other Specified Coping Strategies Used to Address Stress 
                      Other Specified Coping Strategies N % 
 Not answered 207 98.1 
 
Being able to go to the Family Care 
Centers helps with the stress levels 
1 .5 
 Health coverage is awful. 1 .5 
 




No one cares that we are stressed. The 
politicians, media, parents, and everyone 
just keep putting more on teachers and do 
NOT care what it does to us. 
1 .5 
 Total 211 100.0 
 
 
 Regarding the second question, “What coping mechanisms do you use to handle 
stress?” another mixed design ANOVA was conducted.  The variables examined for 
coping strategies reportedly used by staff from a self-report perspective were the 
following: employee assistance program, attend health education seminars, read stress 
management self-help articles, district wide health announcements, health fairs and/or 
health screenings, breathing exercises, physical activity/aerobics/yoga, walking, 
humor/laughter, avoidance.  Group means for coping mechanisms that staff reportedly 
used are presented in Table 12. 
  




Group Means for Coping Mechanisms Staff Reportedly Used 
What coping mechanisms do 
you use to handle stress? 
Job Type in School 




4.83 1.46 36 




5.22 1.21 89 
  Administrator 5.42 1.25 45 
  Total 5.19 1.29 170 
Attend health education 
seminars 
Support Staff 
4.33 1.45 36 




5.44 .976 89 
  Administrator 5.13 1.45 45 
  Total 5.12 1.29 170 
Read stress management 
self-help articles 
Support Staff 
3.69 1.47 36 




4.24 1.71 89 
  Administrator 4.60 1.63 45 
  Total 4.22 1.66 170 
District wide health 
announcements 
Support Staff 
4.14 1.66 36 




4.78 1.49 89 
  Administrator 4.58 1.53 45 
  Total 
4.59 1.55 170 
         (table continues) 
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Table 12 (continued) 
Group Means for Coping Mechanisms Staff Reportedly Used 
What coping mechanisms do 
you use to handle stress? 
Job Type in School 
Setting M SD N 
Health fairs and/or Health 
screenings 
Support Staff 
4.14 1.84 36 




5.08 1.23 89 
  Administrator 4.82 1.51 45 
  Total 4.81 1.49 170 
Breathing exercises Support Staff 3.14 1.64 36 




3.82 1.81 89 
  Administrator 4.29 1.62 45 




3.03 1.91 36 




2.87 1.84 89 
  Administrator 2.47 1.74 45 
  Total 2.79 1.83 170 
Walking Support Staff 2.58 1.61 36 




2.90 1.75 89 
  Administrator 2.64 1.65 45 
  Total 2.76 1.69 170 
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Table 12 (continued) 
Group Means for Coping Mechanisms Staff Reportedly Used 
 What coping mechanisms 
do you use to handle stress? 
Job Type in School 
Setting M SD N 
Humor/laughter Support Staff 1.56 1.16 36 




1.99 1.23 89 
  Administrator 1.56 .755 45 
  Total 1.78 1.12 170 
Avoidance Support Staff 3.75 1.78 36 




3.58 1.65 89 
  Administrator 4.58 1.45 45 
  Total 3.88 1.67 170 
 
 
The ANOVA summary table for coping mechanisms staff reportedly used is 




ANOVA Summary Table for Coping Mechanisms Staff Reportedly Used 
Within Subjects Effects df F p 
Coping mechanisms you use to handle stress 9 106.24 .000 
Coping mechanisms you use to handle stress * Job Type in 
School Setting 
18 3.16 .000 
Error(Coping Strategies Used By Staff) 1503     
Between Subjects Effects df F p 
Job Type 2 4.16 .017 
Error 167   
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There was a significant within-subjects effect for coping mechanisms staff 
reportedly used by staff, F(9, 1503) = 106.24, p < .001.  This means that combining the 
job types in school, there was a significant difference in how participants reportedly used 
coping mechanisms to handle stress.  Specifically, humor/laughter had the greatest 
endorsement among participants followed by walking, and physical activity/aerobics.  
See Figure 5. 
 
Figure 5. Coping Mechanisms Staff Reportedly Used to Handle Stress 
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There was also a significant between subjects effect, F(2, 167) = 4.16, p < .001. 
Scheffe post hoc comparisons revealed that generally support staff used coping 
mechanisms to handle stress significantly more often than certified education 
professionals, p = .028 and administrators, p = .049. However, the difference between 
certified education professionals and administrators was not statistically significant, p = 
.994.  See Figure 6.  
 
Figure 6. Coping Mechanisms Staff Reportedly Used to Handle Stress by Job Type 
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Other coping mechanisms for stress that participants reportedly used include adult 




Other Coping Mechanisms Staff Reportedly Used 
                      Other Coping Mechanisms N % 
 Not Answered 200 94.8 
 Adult Drinks 1 .5 
 counseling 1 .5 
 Eating!! 1 .5 
 Family 1 .5 
 Hobbies 1 .5 
 
I am going to quit and choose a new 
profession. I will miss my students 
terribly, but that is my coping. This job 
sucks the life out of teachers and I am 
unwilling to waste my life being 
stressed, having no sleep, no quality of 
life, and then die. I am quitting for my 
family's sake. 
1 .5 
 Jogging 1 .5 
 Lots of prayers 1 .5 
 Medication 1 .5 
 Read the Bible daily 1 .5 
 Religion & Reading 1 .5 
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Summary of Results 
 
Research Question Statistical 
Test 
Outcome 
R1: What is the perception of stress 
level by job role (principal teacher, 
support staff) and how is stress level 




p = .153, no significant difference 
R2: What differences in perception of 
stress exist across job role groups in 




Significance levels ranged from  
p = .003 (interacting with parents) 
to p = .561 
R3: What coping strategies are being 
used by school staff by role group 






For both designs, results were 
significant at the p < .001 level. 
Humor was used the most often 
followed by walking. 
 
Summary 
Research Question 1.  There was no significant difference in perception of stress 
by job role, F(2, 208) = 1.89, p = .153. Administrators (principals) did not significantly 
differ in perception of stress from certified education professionals and support staff. 
With a mean of 3.76 (SD = .993), the endorsement of principals can be categorized as 
between probably and possibly; basically neutral. 
Research Question 2.  There was a significant difference in how participants 
ranked interaction with parents, X
2
(2, N = 154) = 11.89, p = .003.  Specifically, 
administrators ranked interaction with parents as the role causing more stress to school 
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staff, whereas the support staff ranked it next as causing the most stress, and certified 
education professionals ranked it third in the hierarchy of causing the most stress to staff.  
Research Question 3.  There was a significant within-subjects effect for coping 
strategies used by staff, F(11, 1991) = 56.43, p < .001. This means that combining the job 
types in school, there was a significant difference in how participants perceived that 
coping strategies were used to address stress in their schools.  Specifically, 
humor/laughter had the greatest endorsement among participants followed by offer health 
insurance, walking, and physical activity/aerobics.  
There was also a significant between subjects effect, F(2, 181) = 14.94, p < .001. 
Scheffe post hoc comparisons revealed that generally support staff perceived coping 
strategies were used to address stress significantly more often than certified education 
professionals perceived them to be used by staff, p < .001.  Similarly, administrators 
perceived that coping strategies were used significantly more often to address stress than 
certified education professionals perceived them to be used by staff, p = .007.  However, 
the difference between support staff and administrators was not statistically significant, p 
= .138. 
There was a significant within-subjects effect for coping mechanisms staff 
reportedly used, F(9, 1503) = 106.24, p < .001.  This means that combining the job types 
in school, there was a significant difference in how participants reportedly used coping 
mechanisms to handle stress.  Specifically, humor/laughter had the greatest endorsement 
among participants followed by walking, and physical activity/aerobics. 
There was also a significant between subjects effect, F(2, 167) = 4.16, p < .001. 
Scheffe post hoc comparisons revealed that generally support staff used coping 
       88   
 
88 
mechanisms to handle stress significantly more often than certified education 
professionals, p = .028 and administrators, p = .049.  However, the difference between 
certified education professionals and administrators was not statistically significant, p = 
.994.  Implications of these findings and recommendations will be discussed in Chapter 5.  




SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Introduction 
 This final chapter summarizes the entire study.  The purpose statement, research 
questions, methodology are restated as a precursor to a discussion of the major findings 
and implications for practice. Chapter 5 also includes conclusions and suggests 
recommendations for future research. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was an examination of school principals’, teachers’, and 
support staff’s perceptions of stress, awareness of stressors, and coping strategies in the 
school setting. The aim of the study was to understand the following relationships: extent 
to which principals are aware of their stress, school staff are aware of their own stress, 
how educational personnel perceive stress; as well as identify recommendations for 
strategies to improve stress management in educational settings at the elementary, 
middle, and high school level.  This study measured and compared perceptions of stress 
by job type in the school setting.  Additionally, this study compared perceptions of 
coping strategies available in the school setting as well as which coping strategies are 
reportedly used by school staff by job type in the school setting. 
Review of the Methodology 
 Prior to beginning this study, permission was granted by the University of 
Memphis Institutional Review Board and the studied suburban school district in the Mid-
South of the United States.  Data for this study was collected from the last week of 
December 2012 through mid-January 2013. The population for this study consisted of 
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211 participants; 42 support staff; 113 certified education professionals, and 56 were 
administrators.  Other significant sample demographics were presented in Chapter 4. 
These included gender of which 186 (87.2%) of the respondents were female and 27 
(12.8%) respondents were male; and age with the largest age band from 21-49 
representing approximately two-thirds of the respondents.  Regarding years of experience 
in education, the largest group of participants (23.5%, n = 49) had 11-15 years of 
experience in education settings, followed by 6-10 years of experience (18%, n = 38), and 
15.6% (n = 33) had 16-20 years of experience in education. 
 The return rate for surveys completed was not measured because it was difficult 
to track participants once email invitations were sent for voluntary participation in the 
study.  An email link was sent to all school-based staff to request participation in the 
study. 
The research questions that guided this study were the following: 
1. What is the perception of stress level by job role (principal teacher, support staff) 
and how is stress level by role viewed by principals? 
2. What differences in perception of stress exist across job role groups in the school 
setting? 
3. What coping strategies are being used by school staff by role group and how are 
coping strategies viewed by principals? 
Discussion of the Findings 
 The demographic data collected for the study is largely representative of 
elementary school staff (59.2%), followed by high school staff (22.7%), and middle 
schools (16.1%).  A few assumptions can be made related to the type of individual 
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completing the survey.  In general a typical respondent was more likely to be a female 
elementary school principal certified education professional or support staff between 21-
49 years of age with 6-20 years of experience in the education setting. 
Perceptions of Stress by Job Type 
 The purpose of research question 1 was to examine stress level perceptions by job 
role type (principal teacher, and support staff).  Group mean reported for this question 
was 3.84 and a standard deviation of .993.  The perceptions of principals regarding 
perceived levels of stress by role type shows a neutral result demonstrating that there 
were no significant differences in perception of stress by job role type.  It can be 
surmised, that principals believe that all staff regardless of job role type, “probably” to 
“possibly” perceive stress is evident in their working environment. 
 The survey question that asked, “To what extent would you rate your personal 
stress level?” was excluded from further analysis because it weakened the reliability and 
internal consistency of the study.  This exclusion and impact on reliability promulgated 
further item-total statistical analysis with a resultant exclusion of seven of the survey 
items studied.  However, it is still significant to note regarding personal stress levels, 
most participants (83.5%, n = 165) rated themselves from average to excellent, whereas 
16.2% (n = 32) rated their stress levels from extremely poor to below average.  There is 
an opportunity to review other stress studies to gain better perspective on studying the 
effect of personal stress levels between groups using inferential statistical methods. 
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 The overall construct for perception of stress after item-total statistics analysis 
and measurement resulted in a summary mean score (M = 3.84) and standard deviation of 
.927 demonstrated a normal distribution for perception of stress scores as seen in Figure 
1.   
Roles Causing the Most Stress in School Staff 
 Research question 2 was aimed at understanding differences in perception of 
stress across job role groups in the school setting.  The Kruskal-Wallis test was used to 
analyze data to answer this research question since the data for job role groups were rank 
ordered.  This test was appropriate because it typically measures means across multiple 
groups.  The most significant difference in how participants ranked roles resulted in how 
interaction with how parents as a role cause more stress to school staff was ranked by 
administrators (Mean Rank = 63.13), followed by support staff (Mean Rank = 71.72), and 
then by certified education professionals (Mean Rank = 90.21).  Eight percent of 
respondents added a response to the comment field on the survey indicated as “other 
(please specify).”  
Coping Strategies Used to Address Stress in School 
 Research question 3 was analyzed from the perspective of perceptions used to 
address stress in school using mixed design analysis of variance (ANOVA).  The lower 
the mean score, the more likely the coping strategy was perceived to be used by staff.  
The analysis included a measure of various coping strategies and between subjects effects 
of job type.  Group means were presented.  The greatest endorsed strategy among 
participants was humor/laughter, followed by offer health insurance, walking, and 
physical activity/aerobics.  The findings from this question are consistent with the 
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literature, notably, Richards (2012) who identified the top five coping strategies from a 
sample of 1,201 K-12 teachers nationwide. 
Coping Strategies Reportedly Used by Participant to Address Stress in School 
Research question three part two asked “what coping mechanisms do you use to 
handle stress?” and was analyzed from the perspective of self-report of coping strategies 
used by staff to address stress in school using mixed design analysis of variance 
(ANOVA).  Group means were presented for this analysis by coping mechanisms that 
staff reportedly used.  A significant within-subjects effect for coping mechanisms staff 
reportedly used by staff presented with an F(9, 1503) = 106.24, p < .001.  When job types 
were combined, there was a significant difference in how participants used coping 
mechanisms to handle stress.  Humor/laughter remained the greatest endorsed strategy 
followed by walking, physical activity/aerobics.  Additionally, there was a significant 
between subjects effect, F(2,167) = 4.16, p < .001, which revealed through Scheffe post 
hoc comparisons that generally support staff used coping mechanisms to handle stress 
significantly more than certified education professionals and administrators. 
Discussion of the Results 
Three research questions produced the findings discussed in this chapter regarding 
perceptions of stress and coping strategies within the school setting.  
Finding 1.  Findings from this study revealed no significant differences in how 
stress is perceived by job type.  It is clear that most participants perceive stress to be 
present in their lives; however, it is insignificant when comparing across role groups. 
Finding 2.  The role causing the most stress in staff is perceived to result from the 
job role/responsibility that requires interactions with parents.  This role was a statistically 
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significant data point over all survey options presented for this question regarding other  
roles perceived to cause stress in staff as reported in Chapter 2 . 
 Finding 3.  Staff perceive evaluations as an important stress, as indicated by 
Table 8.  Sixteen (7.58%) respondents indicated that evaluations caused the most stress of 
which two respondents qualified the type of evaluations as teacher evaluations and state 
required evaluations. 
 Finding 4.  There were no significant differences (p = .138) in perceived coping 
strategies used to address stress between support staff and administrators; however, there 
was a significant difference between subjects in certified education professionals when 
compared to support staff (p = <.001) and administrators (p = .007), respectively.  There 
may be an increased awareness of coping resources presented to support staff and 
administrators within the school, but this would lend itself to further study.  Certified 
education professionals may not be as aware of the coping strategies used by staff in 
schools due to isolation, work demands, paperwork and other factors as outlined in the 
literature review.  The various demands upon certified education professionals may 
minimize the time spent on maintaining personal balance with professional balance. 
 Finding 5.  Humor/Laughter had the greatest endorsement among participants as 
the coping strategy perceived to be used by staff to address stress with a combined mean 
score of 2.69.  Other important strategies identified with lowest means, thus highest rank 
order were offer health insurance (M = 2.80), employee assistance program (M = 3.83), 
walking (M = 3.89), and physical activity/aerobics (M = 4.14).  These strategies are  
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available within the district and staff are aware of them; however, the extent to frequency, 
access, and other circumstances affect actual use is an area that would require further 
study. 
Finding 6.  In regards to self-reported coping strategies used to handle stress, 
humor/laughter was highest rank ordered mean with a total combined group score mean  
of 1.78.  Interestingly, support staff reported significant differences from administrators 
and certified education professionals in their frequency of use of coping strategies. 
Scheffe post hoc comparisons revealed that generally support staff used coping 
mechanisms to handle stress significantly more often than certified educations 
professionals, p = .028 and administrators, p = .049.  There was no significant difference 
between certified education professionals and administrators p = .994.  It is speculated 
that no difference exists between these two groups as a result of time constraints, 
workload and demands, evaluation requirements, and other factors presented in the 
literature regarding administrator and certified education professional job functions 
(Gates, 2000; Larchick & Chance, 2004; Richards, 2012) .  It is speculated that support 
staff may have fewer work demands or less work-related time constraints that allow for 
greater participation in stress management coping activities.  A study of the reasons that 
this significance exists opens opportunity for further study. 
Finding 7.  Findings from this research support the literature regarding the 
importance for addressing perceptions of stress in staff and promotion of coping 
strategies to address stress in school staff.   
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Implications for Practice 
 Research studies have presented data to suggest that the prevalence of stress and 
coping is important to the school organization, principals and teachers with a mitigating 
effect on outcomes and quality of education for students (Carson, 2010; Coulter, 2010; 
Parker & Martin, 2009; Richards, 2012).  The revelation of this present study that 
provides an understanding of implications for practice is that school organizations at all 
levels should know and pursue opportunities to improve working conditions for 
principals, certified education professionals, and support staff.  As work demands and 
external influences on school personnel increase, it is incumbent upon federal state, and 
local school districts to ensure adequate supports are in place for coping with these 
factors.   
Pre-service and in-service training for certified education professionals as well as 
ongoing professional development for support staff should include a focus on stress 
management and coping specific to the demands that are inherent in school-based job 
roles.  Additionally, principals and other school system administrators should engage in 
practices aimed towards balancing work expectations with emphasis on stress reduction 
and decreased uncertainty regarding job roles.  Carson (2010) stated that “occupational 
stress occurs when there is a misfit or disconnect between the individual and job 
environment” (p. 106).   
 Differences do exist in staff perceptions of coping strategies used by job group 
and the extent to which coping strategies are reportedly used by staff based on self-report 
by job type.  Constraints and job demands on certified education professionals and 
administrators may influence accessibility and engagement in positive coping 
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mechanisms to reduce stress responses.  Administrators should be aware that these 
differences exists and develop opportunities to engage school staff in health promoting 
activities in order to improve staff well-being, thus organizational well-being, since 
schools are social systems.  
Recommendations for Future Study 
 Recommendations for future research have been identified because of data 
analysis for this study.   
1. An in-depth understanding of the statistically significant differences in 
research questions 2 and 3, would be a goal of a future study.  
2. Additionally, explore assessment tools with measurable items for addressing 
job satisfaction of staff by job type linked to perceptions of stress should be 
explored and developed further.   
3. To gain a hierarchal view of job role groups, it is recommended to evaluate 
the extent to which central office administrators are aware of perceived stress 
in school staff and coping strategies used to address stress in schools. 
4. Future studies should consider differences in perception of stress by job type 
and gender as well as total years of educational experiences, and school level 
(elementary, middle, or high school). 
5. More in-depth study regarding coping strategies and stress perceptions to 
include a stress management self-assessment with attention to emotional 
behavioral cognitive, and physical stress responses to stressful events. 
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6. Future study is recommended to explore the extent to which administrators are 
aware of the perceived stress in their staff by job type, school level, gender 
and total years of educational experiences. 
7. Further investigation of perceived stress and coping strategies by job role and 
should be undertaken from a qualitative perspective to expand on this study. 
8. Evaluate professional development and training opportunities for relevancy 
and approach towards meeting school specific stresses and coping 
mechanisms. 
9. A needs assessment is recommended to gather data on available resources and 
social supports available in order to share with all school staff for improve 
access and positive coping responses to stress in the school setting. 
10. Lastly, it is recommended that a study be constructed that would measure 
common stressors in education settings and the perceived specific coping 
mechanism preferred to address the stressful event. 
Conclusions 
This study examined school principals’, teachers’, and support staff’s perceptions 
of stress, awareness of stressors, and coping strategies in the school setting.  The study 
was conducted in a suburban school district in the Mid-South region of the United States.  
In examining the results from the data analysis, no significant differences existed across 
role groups’ perception of stress; however, significant differences were identified in how 
staff perceive coping strategies to be used.  Additionally, the stressor causing the most 
statistically significant stress as a commonality across all three role groups was 
interaction with parents.   
       99   
 
99 
This is interesting from the theoretical frame perspective that guided this study.  
The influence of the external environment is a unique factor that resulted in the open 
social systems theory being used to guide the study.  All parts of the system are important 
components and interrelated as evidenced by the findings in this study related to 
stressors, the school setting and job role types.  Congruence between expectations and 
influences from the external environment is an important goal.  Interestingly, the external 
influence of parental interaction is one of the leading stressors noted by all job role 
groups of this study.  In addition, marginally significant  variables for stressful roles in 
the school staff were the teacher role, interaction with co-workers, and classroom 
management.  Each of these stressors are a component of the complex system of 
functions in the school setting and expectations must be clearly defined to mitigate the 
effects of stress.  School districts may find this information useful from the standpoint of 
implementing practices to address the incongruence of the system and to enhance 
organizational climate by focusing on stress reduction practices. 
 From the perspective of applicability of Force Field Analysis, this study provides 
a driving force of change by raising awareness of stress perceptions, stressors by job role 
and coping mechanisms in use by school staff.  This study has introduced a driving force 
with the potential to challenge the status quo of knowing that stress exists and coping 
strategies are available and being used. It provides more information on differences in 
types of stressors present and coping strategies reportedly used by staff. The presence of 
significant differences in how staff perceive coping mechanisms to be available in the 
school setting was also an outcome of this study.  The pressure applied at this juncture is 
how school administrators use the information revealed to promote stress reduction and 
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enhance balance in staff, thus positively influencing school climate and interactions with 
stakeholders.  The opportunity to reset the equilibrium at a different point and cause 
change in how stress is addressed in schools is present. 
There is great opportunity for further study, which has been outlined in the 
recommendations for further study section of this chapter. To reiterate, opportunity exists 
to gain a better understanding of coping strategies used by staff in the school setting as 
well as more in-depth evaluation into the types of stress that school staff are 
encountering.  It is noted that staff included text responses specifying evaluations as 
stressors, which opens the door for further study into the impact that evaluations have on 
job performance, stress level, burnout, and coping.  Future research will deepen the 
understanding of the role that humor/laughter, physical activity, and access to health care 
options play in mitigating stressful events that result from work conditions in the 
education setting.  
There are several opportunities to introduce health and wellness topics into school 
settings.  Moreover, time constraints, increased job demands, performance evaluations, 
retention concerns, and student achievement may make it difficult to place emphasis on 
training and skill development in the area of stress management.  More importantly, this 
study of stress factors warrants attention because of the broad impact that it places on 
educators, school climate, and the school community as a whole (Allengrante, 1998; 
Jarvis, 2002; Liptak, 2005; Marwat et al., 2012; Sloan, 2012).  Administrative buy-in on 
efforts and resources in professional development to include a stress management 
component are essential to launching a system-wide stress reduction campaign, in an 
effort to achieve congruence in organizational function (Lewin, 2010).   
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